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HOw AMERICA HELPED TO BOLSHEVIZE 
RUSSIA 


KERRY R. BOLTON 


One of the primary elements in the analysis of 20 century history 
has been the assumption of an almost Zoroastrian “tremendous di- 
chotomy”! of “good versus evil” manifested in the conflict between 
the “Free World” and communism. Hence, the eminent Russian ex- 
pert for the US State Department, George F. Kennan, writes in his 
seminal book on the Allied intervention in Russia during the Civil 
War that, 


there are those today who see the winter of 1917-1918 as one of 
the great turning points of modern history, the point at which 
there separated and branched out, clearly and for all to see, the 
two great conflicting answers — totalitarian and liberal — to the 
emerging problems of the modern age.” 


However this epochal event, “clearly and for all to see,” is largely a 
myth. The assumption that the “Cold War” was the continuation of a 
conflict between capitalism and communism that had been going on 
since the October 1917 Revolution does not take into account the new 
situation that was presented when Stalin declined to continue his war- 
time alliance with the USA and support American plans for a new 
world order which hinged on (1) The United Nations General Assem- 
bly functioning as a “world parliament”? and (2) the “Baruch Plan” 


1 George F. Kennan, The Decision to Intervene (New Jersey: Princeton University 
Press, 1958), 13. 

2 Ibid; 13. 

3 Andrei Gromyko, Soviet Foreign Minister, recalled: “The US position in fact al- 
lowed the UN to be turned into an instrument for imposing the will of one group of 
states upon another, above all the Soviet Union as the sole socialist member of the 
[Security] Council.” Andrei Gromyko, Memories (London: Hutchinson, 1989). 
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for the internationalization of atomic energy.* The USSR was to per- 
ceive both these twin pillars of post-war US global policy as a guise 
for American global hegemony.° 

Hence, the perception that the Cold War was a continuation of Al- 
lied policy since the 1917-1920 intervention in Russia is incorrect, and 
rests on the assumption that the intervention was motivated by anti- 
Bolshevism, which it was not. 

Not only was Cold War American foreign policy not “anti- 
communist,” but it proactively supported certain types of Leftism that 
could be utilized in its fight against what might more accurately be 
regarded as Russian national-collectivism,® starting from the assumption 
to power of Stalin and ending with the assumption to power of Gor- 
bachev.7 

The purpose of Allied intervention in the Civil War was not to de- 
feat Bolshevism, but to maintain Allied interests at a time when the 
Great War was still being fought and when the Bolshevists seemed to 





4 Gromyko stated of the “Baruch Plan”: “The actual intention was to be camou- 
flaged by the creation of an international body to monitor the use of nuclear energy. 
However, Washington did not even try to hide that it intended to take the leading 
part in this body, to keep in its own hands everything to do with the production and 
storage of fissionable material and, under the guise of the need for international in- 
spection, to interfere in the internal affairs of the sovereign nations.” Gromyko, 
Memories, Ibid. 

5 Kerry R. Bolton, “Origins of the Cold War: How Stalin Foiled a New World Or- 
der,” Foreign Policy Journal, May 31, 2010. 

http:/ /www.foreignpolicyjournal.com/2010/05/31/ origins-of-the-cold-war- 
how-stalin-foild-a-new-world-order/all/1 

6 The epochal fight between Stalin and Trotsky over the question of who would 
rule Soviet Russia was ideologically that of “socialism in one country” versus “world 
revolution,” respectively. 

7 The manner by which the USA sought to recruit anti-Stalinist Leftists, including 
of course Trotskyites, is exemplified by the Congress for Cultural Freedom, spon- 
sored by the CIA, which launched the careers of such anti-Soviet, pro-Marxist lumi- 
naries as the feminist guru Gloria Steinem. See: Frances Stonor Saunders, The Cul- 
tural Cold War: the CIA and the World of Arts and Letters (New York, The New Press, 
2000). 

The subversive role of the Congress for Cultural Freedom has now been taken 
over by the National Endowment for Democracy, another institution with US offi- 
cial backing that also has a noticeable Trotskyite foundation. See, for example, on 
the founder of the NED, Tom Kahn: Rachelle Horowitz, “Tom Kahn and the Fight 
for Democracy: A Political Portrait and Personal Recollection,” Dissent Magazine 
Online, 238-239. 

http:/ /www.dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/article_pdfs/d11Horowitz.pdf 
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be inclined towards a separate peace with Germany. Nor did this Al- 
lied intervention, once Russia had been taken out of the war, and 
America had entered, transform at any stage into a determined effort 
by capitalism to destroy the very precarious Bolshevik regime. 

Yet the myth of Allied anti-Bolshevism remains a subject of much 
study. For example David S. Fogles, having alluded to American Pres- 
ident Woodrow Wilson’s penchant for secrecy and the lie, states of 
American intervention: 


From the Bolshevik Revolution to the end of the Civil War the 
United States sought to encourage and support anti-Bolshevik 
movements in a variety of secretive and semi-secret ways. Con- 
strained by a declared commitment to the principal of self- 
determination and hemmed by idealistic and later isolationist 
sentiments, Wilson and his advisors pursued methods of assist- 
ing anti-Bolshevik forces that evaded public scrutiny and avoid- 
ed the need for congressional appropriations.® 


While maintaining diplomatic relations with the representative in 
the USA of the deposed Provisional Government, Fogles states that 
Wilson's policy was one of covertly providing funds and other sup- 
port to anti-Bolshevik forces, particularly in Siberia, where Wilson 
sanctioned American troops in 1918. Fogles describes this as an “un- 
declared war against Bolshevism” which continued even after the de- 
feat of the remaining White armies in Russia in 1920.2? However, 
Fogles also alludes to the manner by which the US intervention embit- 
tered anti-Bolsheviks who considered it to be inadequate meddling 
and “irresolute. “10 

Fogels quotes Ludwig Martens, who was representing Bolshevik 
interests in the USA, as publicly condemning the US intervention 
against the Soviets as tantamount to “waging war against the Russian 
people.”!! Yet that does not explain the situation. Martens had set up 
the Soviet Bureau at the World Tower Building in New York in 1919, 
and had successfully engaged in extensive deals with American firms. 





8 David S. Fogles, America’s Secret War Against Bolshevism: US Intervention in the 
Russian Civil War, (University of North Carolina Press, 1995), 5. 

° Fogles, America’s Secret War Against Bolshevism, Ibid. 

10 Ibid., 6. 

1 Jbid. 
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When the Soviet Bureau offices were raided by agents of the Lusk 
Committee of New York on June 12, 1919, communications with ap- 
proximately a thousand firms were found.'* A British intelligence re- 
port noted that the J. P. Morgan company, Guaranty Trust Company 
of New York, was funding Martens.!% 

Fogles states that despite the US involvement in the Allied inter- 
vention, the Soviet regime considered the USA to be the most likely 
source from which to secure diplomatic and commercial relations.4 
Given the duplicitous nature of President Wilson, mentioned by 
Fogles as being at the back of a covert anti-Bolshevik policy, placed in 
the context of other aspects of the US involvement in Russia, the as- 
sumption that Wilson was intent on a secret anti-Bolshevik policy 
might not be so convincing. 

Professor Sutton, a specialist in the technological development of 
the USSR,!5 maintained that the “hidden policy” of the USA was not 
one of anti-Bolshevism, but was aimed at securing the Bolshevik re- 
gime and establishing commercial and financial interests. 


HENRY WICKHAM STEED STYMIED THE AIMS OF BOLSHEVIKS AND 
BANKERS 

Something of the hidden and unofficial diplomacy around the 1919 
Paris Peace Conference to secure recognition of the Bolshevik regime 
was recounted in the memoirs of H. Wickham Steed, editor of The 
London Times who undertook an influential campaign against recogni- 
tion of the Bolsheviks. 

In a first-hand account of the conference Steed stated that pro- 
ceedings were interrupted by the return from Moscow of William C. 
Bullitt and Lincoln Steffens, “who had been sent to Russia towards the 
middle of February by Colonel House!® and Mr. Lansing!’, for the 
purpose of studying conditions, political and economic, therein for the 


2 Antony C. Sutton, Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution (New York: Arlington 
House, 1974), 115. 

3 Basil H. Thompson, Special Report No. 5 (Secret), British Home Office Direc- 
torate of Intelligence, Scotland Yard, London July 14, 1919; US State Dept. Decimal 
File, 316-22-656. Cited, by Sutton, Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution, Ibid., 115. 

4 Fogles, America’s Secret War Against Bolshevism, Ibid., 6. 

5 Antony C. Sutton, Western Technology and Soviet Economic Development, three 
volumes: 1917-1930, 1930-1945, 1945-1965. Also, Antony C. Sutton, National Suicide: 
Military Aid to the Soviet Union (Melbourne: League of Rights, 1973). 

6 US President Woodrow Wilson’s ever-present confidante and adviser. 

7 US Secretary of State. 
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benefit of the American Commissioners plenipotentiary to negotiate 
peace.”!8 Steed also refers to British Prime Minister Lloyd George as 
being likely to have known of the Mission and its purpose. Steed stat- 
ed that international finance was behind the move for recognition of 
the Bolshevik regime and other moves in favor of the Bolsheviks: 


Potent international financial interests were at work in favour of 
the immediate recognition of the Bolshevists. Those influences 
had been largely responsible for the Anglo-American proposal in 
January to call Bolshevist representatives to Paris at the begin- 
ning of the Peace Conference — a proposal which had failed af- 
ter having been transformed into a suggestion for a Conference 
with the Bolshevists at Prinkipo.!° 


In return for diplomatic recognition the Bolsheviks were offering 
“extensive commercial and economic concessions.” Steed related that 
he was contacted by Wilson’s adviser, “Colonel” House, who was 
concerned at Steed’s exposé of the relationship between Bolshevists 
and international financiers: 


That day Colonel House asked me to call upon him. I found him 
worried both by my criticism of any recognition of the Bolshe- 
vists and by the certainty, which he had not previously realized, 
that if the President were to recognize the Bolshevists in return 
for commercial concessions his whole “idealism” would be 
hopelessly compromised as commercialism in disguise. I pointed 
out to him that not only would Wilson be utterly discredited but 
that the League of Nations would go by the board, because all 
the small peoples and many of the big peoples of Europe would 
be unable to resist the Bolshevism which Wilson would have ac- 
credited.”? 


House in Machiavellian manner asked Steed to compromise, to 
support humanitarian aid supposedly for the benefit of all Russians. 





18 Henry Wickham Steed, Through Thirty Years 1892-1922 A Personal Narrative, 
(New York: Doubleday Page and Co., 1924), “The Peace Conference,” The Bullitt 
Mission, Vol. 2, 301. 

19 Steed, Through Thirty Years, Ibid. 

20 Ibid. 
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Steed agreed to consider this, but soon after talking with House 
found out that British Prime Minister Lloyd George and President 
Wilson were to proceed with recognition the following day. Steed 
therefore wrote the leading article for the Paris Daily Mail of March 28 
exposing the maneuvers and asking how a pro-Bolshevik attitude was 
consistent with Wilson’s declared moral principles for the post-war 
world? 


Who are the tempters that would dare whisper into the ears of 
the Allied and Associated Governments? They are not far re- 
moved from the men who preached peace with profitable dis- 
honour to the British people in July, 1914. They are akin to, if not 
identical with, the men who sent Trotsky and some scores of as- 
sociate desperadoes to ruin the Russian Revolution as a demo- 
cratic, anti-German force in the spring of 1917.71 


Charles Crane,” who had recently talked with Wilson, told Steed 
that Wilson was about to recognize the Bolsheviks, which would re- 
sult in negative public opinion in the USA and destroy Wilson's 
post-War internationalist aims. Significantly Crane also identified 
the pro-Bolshevik faction as being that of Big Business, stating to 
Steed: “Our people at home will certainly not stand for the recogni- 
tion of the Bolshevists at the bidding of Wall Street.” Steed was again 
seen by House, who stated that Steed’s article in the Paris Daily Mail, 
“had got under the President’s hide.” House asked that Steed post- 
pone further exposés in the press, and again raised the prospect of 
recognition based on humanitarian aid. Lloyd George was also greatly 
perturbed by Steed’s articles in the Daily Mail and complained that he 
could not undertake a “sensible” policy towards the Bolsheviks while 
the press had an anti-Bolshevik attitude.” 

What can be seen in the maneuvers of this early period was that 
both American and British governments desired to recognize the So- 
viet regime while the world was being told that the Allies were assist- 
ing anti-Bolshevik forces in toppling the Soviet regime. Diplomatic 





21 Henry Wickham Steed, “Peace with Honour,” Paris Daily Mail, 28 March 1922; 
quoted in Steed Through Thirty Years, Ibid., 301. 

22 Crane was a member of a 1917 Special Diplomatic Mission to Russia, and a 
member of the American Section of the Paris Peace Conference in 1919. 

23 Steed, Through Thirty Years, Ibid. 
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recognition of the Soviets by the USA and Britain had only been fore- 
stalled due to the vigorous campaign of individuals such as Wickham 
Steed in making the machinations of the Allies and the Bolsheviks 
public. Nonetheless such non-recognition did not prevent a lively 
commercial relationship developing between Western business and 
the Soviet regime. 


REASONS FOR ALLIED INTERVENTION 

The reasons for Allied intervention had nothing to do with “stop- 
ping Bolshevism.” The original concerns involved Russia in the war 
against Germany. Kennan states that when the Americans sent their 
first representative to Archangel in 1917, “At the time of the Bolshevik 
seizure of power in Petrograd the allies were interested in Archangel 
not only for its importance as a channel of entrance and egress for Eu- 
ropean Russia but that also for the fact that here too, as at Vladivos- 
tok, war supplies shipped to former Russian governments had accu- 
mulated in large quantities.”** This material included 2,000 tons of 
aluminum, 2,100 tons of antimony, 14,000 tons of copper, 5,230 tons of 
lead, etc.25 With the possibility of Russia concluding an armistice with 
Germany the Allies were anxious to recover the stocks. The Bolshe- 
viks dispatched a commission to the region to secure Archangel and 
deliver the war materials to the interior.2° Despite the arrival of two 
British ships, the British sat by for several months while the Bolshe- 
viks removed the war materials.”’ 

The second factor was to ensure the safety of Czech soldiers who 
had been prisoners-of-war in Russia and wished to fight Germany 
with the aim of securing a sovereign Czech nation in the post-war 
world. Their release was sanctioned by the Bolshevik regime and the 
Americans and Japanese were responsible for their transport by rail to 
Vladivostok. They were to become a major catalyst in the eruption of 
the Civil War as they fell afoul firstly of the Soviets, and finally with 
the White Russian leader Admiral Kolchak, ending with the giving 
over of Kolchak to the Soviets by his Czech “protectors.” 

General William S Graves, commander of the American Expedi- 
tionary Force in Siberia, explained: 





24 Kennan, The Decision to Intervene, Ibid., 17. 

2 “Memorandum regarding allied war stores lying at Archangel,” US National 
Archives, Foreign Affairs Branch, Petrograd Embassy, 800 File; March 20, 1918. 

26 Kennan, The Decision to Intervene, Ibid., 20. 

27 [bid., 21. 
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It should be remembered that the main reason advanced by 
those interested in military intervention in Siberia, was the im- 
mediate and urgent need for protection of the Czechs who were 
supposed to be trying to get through Siberia to Vladivostok and 
then to the Western front where they could join the Allies.?8 


The position of the Bolsheviks in regard to Germany was at the 
time by no means clear, as indicated by the release of the anti-German 
Czech soldiers. Robert Service states that “most Bolshevik leaders... 
thought that a separate peace with the Central Powers was an insuf- 
ferable concession to capitalist imperialism.”?? The Bolsheviks were 
amenable to dealings with the Allies if there were assurances of help 
in the event of a German invasion. Despite Lenin’s directions, Trotsky 
as People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs, had instead of signing a 
peace treaty at Brest-Litovsk, called for a revolution against Germany, 
and with Trotsky’s intransigence the armistice broke, with the Ger- 
mans launching another offensive on the Eastern Front, where they 
now fought the unprepared Red Army. This caused a sense of “soli- 
darity” between the Soviets and the Allied representatives.*° The Brit- 
ish, via War Cabinet special agent R. H. Bruce Lockhart, sought out 
Trotsky on the instructions of Lloyd George. So close were Lockhart 
and Trotsky to become that Lockhart’s wife commented that he was 
getting the reputation as a “Red” among his colleagues in Britain. 

Trotsky’s parting words to Lockhart at their first meeting at the Smolny 
were: “Now is the big opportunity for the Allied Governments.” 
Thereafter Lockhart saw Trotsky on a daily basis.*! Lockhart stated that 
Trotsky was willing to bring Soviet Russia over to Britain: 


He considered that war was inevitable. If the Allies would send 
a promise of support, he informed me that he would sway the 
decision of the Government in favour of war. I sent several tele- 





28 William S Graves, America’s Siberian Adventure 1918-1920 (New York: Peter 
Smith, 1941), “Aid to the Czechs.” 

29 Robert Service, Trotsky: A Biography (Oxford: Pan Books, 2009), 210. 

30 Kennan, The Decision to Intervene, Ibid., 35. 

31 R. H. Bruce Lockhart, British Agent (London: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1933), Book 
Four, “History from the Inside,” Chapter 3. 


Bolton, “How America Helped to Bolshevize Russia” 11 


grams to London requesting an official message that would ena- 
ble me to strengthen Trotsky’s hands. No message was sent.°? 


From the US side, “Major” Thomas D Thacher, a Wall Street lawyer 
in Russia working under the guise of the American Red Cross Mission 
organized by “Colonel” William B Thompson,** was dispatched to 
Murmansk by Red Cross Mission leader “Colonel” Raymond Robbins 
to report the local situation to Thompson,*4 by then back in the USA, 
full of enthusiasm for the Bolsheviks, and offering a million dollars 
of his own money to fund Bolshevik propaganda among the Germans 
and Austrians.°° Thacher wrote a Memorandum for submission via J. 
P. Morgan partner Dwight W. Morrow, who was then a partner in the 
Thacher firm, to be given to the British, in which Thacher recom- 
mended: “the fullest assistance should be given to the Soviet Govern- 
ment in its efforts to organize a volunteer revolutionary army. ”9” 

The pro-Bolshevik efforts of both William B. Thompson and his 
deputy Raymond Robins were favorably noticed by General William 
V. Judson of the US Army, who recommended both for the Distin- 
guished Service Medal “for their effective work with Bolshevism. ”°8 





32 Ibid. The failure of Britain to respond, despite Lloyd George’s eagerness to deal 
with the Soviet regime, would indicate the dichotomy that exited within the Allied 
Governments regarding how the Soviets should be dealt with; particularly with the 
intransigent anti-Bolshevik position of Winston Churchill. 

33 Thompson, a copper magnate, financier and Board member of the New York 
Federal Reserve Bank, had organized the American Red Cross Mission to go to Rus- 
sia in 1917 in the wake of the March 1917 Revolution, at first supporting the Provi- 
sional Government, and then the Bolsheviks. The real purpose of the Red Cross Mis- 
sion can be deduced from the composition being largely comprised of business rep- 
resentatives and Wall Street lawyers rather than medical personnel. See: Sutton, Wall 
Street and the Bolshevik Revolution, Ibid., Chapter 5: “The American Red Cross Mission 
in Russia - 1917,” 71-88. 

34 Kennan, The Decision to Intervene, Ibid., 36. 

3 “Bolsheviki Will Not Make Separate Peace: Only Those Who Made Up Privi- 
leged Classes Under Czar Would Do So, Says Col. W B Thompson, Just Back From 
Red Cross Mission,” The New York Times, January 27, 1918. Thompson was good- 
naturedly known among his peers as “The Bolshevik of Wall Street.” 

36 “Gives Bolsheviki a Million,” Washington Post, 2 February 2, 1918. 

37 Sutton, Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution, Ibid., 95, citing the Memo in US 
State Department Decimal File, 316-13-698. 

38 US Adjutant General’s Office A.G. 095 Thompson Wm b 6/18/19. Cited by 
Sutton, National Suicide, Ibid., 76. 
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With unwarranted fears of a German and possibly Finnish anti- 
Bolshevik attack on Murmansk, the Murmansk Soviet telegraphed the 
Petrograd Soviet that they were preparing for the defense of Murmansk 
and the railway, describing the attitude of the missions of the “friendly 
powers,” the French, British and Americans, as “inalterably well inclined 
towards us,” and prepared to provide any wherewithal, from food to 
weapons.*? Believing that negotiations for a peace treaty between Ger- 
many and Russia at Brest-Litovsk had broken down and that there 
would be an impending German advance on Petrograd, Trotsky’s re- 
sponse was to state to the Murmansk Soviet that, “You must accept 
any and all assistance from the Allied missions” and use any means to 
obstruct the German advance.*° 

Believing in a German attack the Allied missions formulated a pro- 
gram that included the recognition of the Soviet as the supreme politi- 
cal authority in Murmansk, and the creation of a military council 
comprising one representative each from the French, British and Sovi- 
ets.4! On this basis, Allied forces landed in Murmansk to support the 
Soviets. Kennan notes that this was probably the first Allied landing 
of forces on Russian territory, and it was undertaken at the invitation 
of the local Soviet authorities.42 American military involvement in 
Murmansk proceeded on the basis of being suspicious of British inter- 
ests,49 not in opposition to Bolshevism. 

In Vladivostok the Allied war supplies were four times the amount 
as that stored at Archangel.“4 In March 1918 Admiral Austin M. 
Knight, Commander-in-Chief of the Asiatic Fleet, landed in Vladivos- 
tok and reported to Washington that there was no danger of the Bol- 
sheviks delivering the stores to the Germans. 

The Allies continued to hope for a Soviet pro-Allied response, and 
the acceptance of an Allied military presence in Russia. In April 1918 
the Allied military attachés issued a declaration stating that Japan 
with the support of the other Allies should intervene in Russia to 
block Germany, but that this could only be undertaken with the sup- 


39 Kennan, The Decision to Intervene, Ibid., 45. 

40 Trotsky to the Murmansk Soviet, March 1, 1918; cited by Kennan, The Decision 
to Intervene, Ibid., 31. 

41 Kennan, The Decision to Intervene, Ibid., 49. 

42 Ibid., 52. 

43 Tbid., 55. 

44 Ibid., 61. 

45 Ibid. 
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port of the Bolsheviks. Allied contacts with Trotsky indicated that the 
Commissar for Military Affairs** would be amenable to Japanese in- 
tervention. There should also be Allied assistance in the reorganiza- 
tion of the Red Army.*” 


REASONS FOR ALLIED CONTACT WITH WHITES 

The threat of Admiral A. V. Kolchak to accept assistance from the 
Germans, despite his pro-British inclinations, if the Allies would not 
help him in his battle against the Soviet regime, accounts for Allied 
aid to the Whites rather than an anti-Bolshevik aim, but Wilson con- 
tinued to resist intervention, despite British and French concern. 48 

Hope still rested on Bolshevik requests for assistance from the Al- 
lies, which would eliminate any reticence by Wilson, and Trotsky re- 
mained the focus of Allied lobbying, particularly by Bruce Lockhart. 

Trotsky, as People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs, was by no 
means inclined towards Lenin’s insistence that peace be sought at any 
price with Germany. Robert Service writes of this juncture: “Diplo- 
mats and journalist of the great powers queued to interview [Trotsky] 
in his office in the Smolny Institute...”49 While Trotsky’s colleague 
Adolf Ioffe negotiated at Brest-Litovsk, Trotsky continued to cultivate 
contacts with the Allied Powers. Service comments that, 


Trotsky and Bruce Lockhart met regularly and got on splendid- 
ly. Trotsky also made overtures to the French and the Americans 
in Petrograd. He formed a warm relationship with French mili- 
tary attaché Jacques Sadoul; he even asked America’s Red Cross 
leader, Colonel Raymond Robins, to use his good offices to get 
the US Railway Mission ... to give assistance to Sovnarkom.°>! 


The relationship between Robins and Trotsky was cordial, as was 
that between Bruce Lockhart and Trotsky. Robins recalled “winning 
Trotsky” to the Allied position. Trotsky stated to Robins that he was 


46 Trotsky had resigned as Commissar for Foreign Affairs because of his opposi- 
tion to the Brest-Litovsk Treaty and was persuaded to accept the post of Military 
Affairs. 

47 Kennan, The Decision to Intervene, Ibid., 120. 

48 [bid., 345. 

49 Service, Trotsky: A Biography, Ibid. 195. 

50 Sovnarkom = Council of People’s Commissars. 

51 Service, Trotsky: A Biography, Ibid., 196. 
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also anxious to keep war supplies out of the hands of the oncoming 
Germans, and immediately worked out a plan with Robins to safe- 
guard the stocks.°? However, under the insistence of Lenin, the Soviets 
also continued to pursue peace negotiations with Germany, much to 
Trotsky’s chagrin, which saw him soon resign as Commissar for For- 
eign Affairs. In the meantime, while he was obliged to deal with the 
Germans and Austrians, Trotsky appealed to Robins to, “send your 
officers, American officers, Allied officers, any officers you please. | 
will give them full authority to enforce the embargo against goods in- 
to Germany all along our whole front.” 

General Judson, at the time one of the few men from American offi- 
cialdom on the scene at Petrograd, agreed with Robins. This pro- 
Bolshevik attitude was at variance with US Ambassador Francis, who 
pursued his own policy of contacting the embryonic White Army.*4 

The Allied governments had prevaricated, however, not certain as 
to the trustworthiness of the Bolsheviks, particularly since the German 
General Staff had facilitated the return of Lenin and his entourage to 
Russia.°° From the opposite belligerents in the Great War, there is rea- 
son to believe that the British might have similarly facilitated Trot- 
sky’s return to Russia from New York in the hope of serving their in- 
terests.5© While in New York Trotsky had stated that although the 
Russian people were “war-weary” and desired peace they would not 
make a separate peace with Germany and did not wish to see Germa- 
ny win.°” The fear that the Bolsheviks were actually German agents 
seemed to many to have been proven by a collection of documents by 
American diplomat Edgar Sisson which purported to show that the 


°2 William Harlan Hale, “When the Red Storm Broke,” Oliver Jensen (Ed.) Ameri- 
ca and Russia: A Century and a Half of Dramatic Encounters (New York: Simon & 
Schuster, 1962), 154. 

% [bid., 155. 

54 [bid., 155-156. 

°5 Michael Pearson, The Sealed Train: Journey to Revolution: Lenin - 1917 (London: 
Macmillan, 1975). 

56 While en route from New York to Russia to “complete the revolution,” Trotsky 
was detained at Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, by the local British authorities who 
suspected him of being a German agent. 

7 “Calls People War Weary. But Leo Trotsky Says They Do Not Want Separate 
Peace,” New York Times, March 16. 1917. 
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Bolsheviks were virtually tools of the German High Command.°8 
However, while the Germans encouraged certain Russian revolution- 
aries, what is even less known is the role the chief of British intelli- 
gence operations in the USA, William Wiseman, played in cultivating 
revolutionists for a pro-Allied course. It is only in recent years that 
much light has been thrown on this and on the activities of Trotsky 
leading up to his return to Russia in 1917. Professor Spence, states 
that: 


It was the prospect of a Russian defection from the Allied cause, 
not revolution, that worried Wiseman and his superiors in Lon- 
don. Wiseman believed he could do something to prevent that 
occurrence. In the immediate wake of the [March] Revolution, he 
hatched a plan to mount a propaganda campaign from America 
aimed at influencing political currents in Russia. He hoped to 
counter German influence and “guide the storm” by supporting 
the more responsible elements,” including those of the revolu- 
tionary left, perhaps especially those. In this he might have been 
guided by [Sidney] Reilly’s belief that the political contest in 
Russia was among rival variants of socialism, not revolution vs. 
reaction.*? 


By mid-April Wiseman acknowledged contact with “anarchist 
revolutionary socialists” in New York and was encouraging them, 
with financial incentive, to write comrades in Russia and lobby 
against pacifist, defeatist tendencies. An overriding concern was 
that this support be kept secret; the British hand was not to be visi- 
ble in any respect. 


Trotsky was anti-war, but was not a defeatist; not pro-ally, but 
neither pro-German, and he was opposed to the most immediate 
danger, a separate peace. This clearly separated him from the 
likes of Lenin who was indeed backed by the Germans. Given 
his strong influence in revolutionary circles, Trotsky would have 
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been an ideal asset for Wiseman’s scheme. If Wiseman did not 
try to recruit him, he certainly should have.* 


Spence states that Wiseman in a report, “Intelligence and Propa- 
ganda Work in Russia,” alludes to “one of our agents from America... 
a well-known international socialist... at once accepted into the Bol- 
shevics [sic] circles and admitted to their conferences.” Spence sug- 
gests that this “agent” could have been Trotsky.®' The description 
seems to fit well. Spence also suggests the possibility that Trotsky’s 
brief detention by the British authorities at Halifax could have served 
as a ruse to throw any suspicion from Trotsky’s use by the British. 

With the conclusion of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk withdrawing 
Russia from the war against Germany, an added worry for the Allies 
was the freeing of 1,600,000 mostly Austrian prisoners-of-war in Rus- 
sia, and particularly in Siberia. US Secretary of State Robert Lansing 
for the first time argued in favor of Allied — specifically Japanese — 
intervention, for the purpose, not of overthrowing Bolshevism but of 
ensuring Russian authority in Siberia.°* However President Wilson 
did not yet think the time was right for such a policy. There were 
however already both American and Japanese ships anchored off 
Vladivostok. When the local Bolsheviks seized power in March 1918 
the only concern of the Americans was the brief interruption in tele- 
graphic services (which was soon restored). 

While the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk between Soviet Russia and the 
Central Powers was ratified by the Soviets in March 1918, with Trot- 
sky in the event resigning his position as Commissar for Foreign Af- 
fairs,o4 the intentions of the Germans towards Russia were uncertain. 
The Bolsheviks continued to put out feelers towards the Allies. Robert 
Service writes: 


[Trotsky] continued to talk to representatives of the Western Al- 
lies and on 5 March, only a couple of days after the signing of the 
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separate peace, he asked the Americans whether they would 
give assistance in the event that Sovnarkom chose to go to war 
against Germany. The Bolsheviks knew they could not fight un- 
aided. Trotsky was eager to keep up such contact since he still 
believed the Brest-Litovsk treaty a mistake. He was willing to re- 
sume operations against the Germans. Allied diplomats and of- 
ficers in Moscow understood this and very readily talked to 
him...® 


While the British had sent troops to Archangel to guard military 
supplies and the French had landed in Odessa, Trotsky utilized his 
contacts with Lockhart, Sadoul and Robins to seek Allied assistance in 
reorganizing the Red Army, which was in disarray. He employed 
Captain G. A. Hill of the British Special Intelligence Service to organ- 
ize the air force. Robert Service points out that Trotsky did not men- 
tion anything of this in his memoirs.®% The legend of a Bolshevik 
struggle against “reactionaries” who were backed by the capitalist, 
imperialist powers, had to be maintained as one of the central myths 
of the Soviet regime. 

In April 1918 British Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour, on the basis 
of encouraging reports from Lockhart, suggested joint Allied interven- 
tion in co-operation with the Soviets.” Colonel William Wiseman of 
the British Secret Service was of the same opinion, cabling President 
Wilson’s confidante “Colonel” Edward House from London on May 1 
1918 that the Allies should intervene at the invitation of the Bolshe- 
viks and help organize the Red Army®, which was already fighting 
anti-Soviet forces. 

However, the Allies remained unsure of the reliability of Soviet at- 
titudes, and were cautious about the possibility of alienating the many 
factions vying for control of Russia at a time when the Soviet sphere of 
authority was still small and precarious. In particular the Socialist 
Revolutionaries remained a major factor politically, and it is incorrect 
to perceive the anti-Soviet forces as representing capitalism or a return 
to Czarism. Also at the time Ataman Semenoff’s anti-Bolshevik Cos- 
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sacks were successfully pushing through Siberia, and it might tran- 
spire that this force would be the best option for blocking a German 
invasion. Therefore, it was out of caution in regard to alienating fac- 
tions and thereby serving Germany that Balfour favored Allied inter- 
vention with Soviet support while refraining from recognizing the 
Bolshevik regime diplomatically.”? US Secretary of State Lansing ex- 
pressed concern that if the Allies sided with Reds or Whites “we 
would probably find ourselves in hot water.”7! 

On the other hand, there was a danger that if the Bolsheviks invited 
Allied intervention, the Germans would occupy Moscow and Petro- 
grad and the Bolshevik regime would fall. This was the opinion ex- 
pressed by Wiseman to Edward House.” The Allied presence in 
Murmansk and Archangel were now causes of concern for the Ger- 
mans who raised the issue in the course of the Brest-Litovsk negotia- 
tions, although the actual Allied presence was insignificant.” 

In early 1918 American munitions from Archangel were shipped to 
the Bolsheviks, Raymond Robins informing US Ambassador Francis: 


Munitions that are being evacuated from Archangel are sent to 
Moscow, the Urals and Siberian towns. Soviet government de- 
sires to take up the matter of payment for these munitions, and 
expects to pay for them in raw materials, but asks for time to re- 
organize the economic resources of the country.”4 


CIVIL WAR 

The catalyst for the outbreak of hostilities involved a dispute be- 
tween the Czechs and the Soviets. By agreement with the Allies, Trot- 
sky had allowed the Czech prisoners-of-war to leave Russia and join 
the Allies fighting the Germans in France. En route along the Trans- 
Siberian railway an order came from Trotsky for the Czechs to hand 
over their weapons. The Czechs believed this to be of treacherous in- 
tent and a revolt broke out in May, the Czechs turning back into Rus- 
sia and on reaching Samara on the River Volga offered their services 
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to the Socialist-Revolutionary “Committee of Members of the Constit- 
uent Assembly,” a rival Government formed on the basis that the Par- 
ty of Socialist-Revolutionaries had won more seats to the Consequent 
Assembly than the Bolsheviks and were thus the legally elected Gov- 
ernment of Russia. The battle-hardened Czechs defeated the Red Ar- 
my and the entire Volga region came under the control of the Social- 
ist-Revolutionaries. Russia was in disarray, with industrial strikes, 
peasant resistance, and opposition to the Bolsheviks ranging from an- 
archists and Socialist-Revolutionaries to liberals and Czarists. Addi- 
tionally fighting soon broke out between the Bolsheviks and their 
partners, the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries.” The Bolshevik regime, 
which had not extended far beyond Petrograd and Moscow, was ripe 
for defeat. 

After months of procrastination, American troops landed in Siberia 
and North Russia in July 1918, without advising the French and Brit- 
ish who had been pushing for decisive action. Here Admiral A. V. 
Kolchak had formed a White Army. 

Encouraged by Allied troop landings, an anti-Bolshevik coup in 
Archangel succeeded in driving out the Soviets. A small American 
force led by a lieutenant chased the Soviets for seventy-five miles 
south along the Archangel-Vologda railroad. However, it is important 
to realize that military engagement against the Bolsheviks contra- 
vened US policy, and such actions were undertaken by enthusiastic 
military men at the scene, in disregard for Wilson’s directive of not 
engaging the Red Army. 


GENERAL WILLIAM S. GRAVES IN RUSSIA 

In September General William S. Graves arrived in Vladivostok to 
take over command of the American Expeditionary Force in Siberia. 
Graves maintained an antagonistic attitude towards the White move- 
ment for the entirety of his service in Siberia. From the start Graves’ 
attitude towards the White movement was one of contempt, the 
commander later sneeringly writing of the officers: 


At the time of my arrival in Vladivostok, when the Allied representa- 
tives spoke of Russians, they meant the old Czarist officials, who felt it 
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was then safe enough for them to appear in their gorgeous uniforms 
every evening, and parade down Svetlanskaya, the principal thor- 


oughfare.”° 


Kolchak had staged a coup against the governing “Directorate” with 
the encouragement of British commander, General Knox. Graves saw 
this as nothing other than a revival of Czarist “autocracy,” and Graves 
makes the claim that the Kolchak Government treated the war-weary 
peasants with brutality because of their lack of desire to take up arms 
for any faction.” It is noticeable that even in 1931, when Graves wrote 
his reminisces of the “Siberian adventure,” there is not a single refer- 
ence to the “Red Terror” or any criticism of the Bolsheviks. Rather, 
Graves emphasizes the “autocratic” nature of the Kolchak regime 
without a word about the character of the Soviet regime, even with 
the advantage of hindsight over a decade later: 


No one in Siberia, excepting those belonging to the Kolchak 
supporters, enjoyed any of the boons of modern civilization, 
such as freedom of speech, freedom of press, freedom of assem- 
bly, and freedom of legal action, which are well-recognized her- 
itages of all civilized people.” 


Graves’ hatred of Semenoff seems to have been even more intense 
than the hatred he had towards Kolchak, years later expressing his in- 
dignation that a representative of the Cossack Ataman had been per- 
mitted entry into the USA in 1919 to lecture on the situation in Siberia 
from the White perspective.” 

General Gayda, commander of the Czech soldiers in Siberia, urged 
Graves to support Kolchak and to assist the Czechs and the White ar- 
mies to destroy Bolshevism, and had a plan to march on Moscow. Ac- 
cording to the pro-Soviet American authors Sayers and Kahn, citing 
Graves, the American commander told Gayda that “as long as he was 
in command no American soldiers would be used against the Bolshe- 
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viks.”8° Sayers and Kahn quote Graves as concluding soon after his 
arrival in Vladivostok: 


The word ‘Bolshevik’, as used in Siberia, covers most of the Rus- 
sian people and to use troops to fight Bolsheviks or to arm, 
equip, feed, clothe or pay White Russians to fight them was ut- 
terly inconsistent with “non-interference with the internal affairs 
of Russia. ”°1 


Graves was to write of his refusal to act against the Bolsheviks that 
this was in strict accord with his orders: 


The United States never entered into a state of war with Russia, 
or any faction of Russia. It was equally as unconstitutional to use 
American troops in hostile action in Siberia against any faction 
of Russia, as it would have been to send them to Russia with a 
view to using them in hostile action against the Russians. If I had 
permitted American troops to be used in fighting “Red armies,’ 
as stated, I would have taken an immense responsibility upon 
myself, as no one above me, in authority, had given me any such 
orders. The fact that I did not permit American troops to be so 
used was responsible for nine-tenths of the criticism directed 
against us, while in Siberia. I was told by General Leonard 
Wood, upon my return from the Far East in December, 1920, that 
if I did not have copies of my papers I would be “torn limb from 
limb, in the United States, because I did not take part in fighting 
bolshevism.”®2 


The attitude of Graves was alarming to Britain’s General Knox, 
who was one of those among the Allies on the scene who did genuine- 
ly want to defeat Bolshevism, and he expressed concern to Graves that 
the American General already had a pro-Soviet reputation. 
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“BOLSHEVISTIC AMERICANS” 

To many Russians, the Americans who came to their land seemed 
to be imbued with a Bolshevistic attitude. The ideals of Wilson's 
“Fourteen Points” for post-war world re-organization could be inter- 
preted as having a Bolshevistic ideology, not only by Russian “auto- 
crats” but by conservatives throughout the world. Wilson’s blueprint 
was certainly intended to destroy the traditional order of Europe. Ad- 
ditionally, America’s originally pro-Russian sentiments had long been 
soured by the anti-Czarist output of journalist George Kennan.* Ken- 
nan was funded by Jacob Schiff of Kuhn, Loeb and Co., one of those 
bankers who, according to H. Wickham Steed, were eager for the 
recognition of the Soviet regime at the 1919 Paris conference. Schiff, a 
leader of the organized Jewish community in the US, financed Russian 
radical movements directed at overthrowing the Czar.®° He had pro- 


84 Not to be confused with a relative, George F. Kennan, the US State Department 
strategist and expert on Russia, cited in this paper. 

According to Robert Cowley, editor of American Heritage, “An American journal- 
ist, George Kennan, became the first to reveal the full horrors of Siberian exile and 
the brutal, studied inhumanity of Czarist “justice’,” and as having exposed the alleg- 
edly “brutal police state,” the “deep seated sickness of an entire nation.” During the 
years following the American Civil War there had been “a kind of golden age” of 
Russo-American relations, and ‘scarcely blemished good-fellowship.” The anti- 
Czarist publicity began when Century Magazine published “a long and highly sensa- 
tionalised” series of articles by Kennan, who had spent two years in Siberia. These 
articles formed the basis of his book Siberia and the Exile System, which Cowley states 
“were devastating in their effect” on American attitudes towards Russia. The book 
became what Mikhail Kalinin, Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet 
under Stalin, years later described as “a kind of “Bible” to his generation of revolu- 
tionaries.” Robert Cowley, “A Year in Hell,” in Oliver Jensen (Ed.) America and Rus- 
sia, Ibid.,, 93-121. 

Conversely, the descriptions of the Russian prison system and Siberian exile for 
even the Czar’s most avid opponents seem relatively enlightened and humane for 
the times when reading of the treatment meted out to Trotsky and his comrades, as 
related in Robert Service’s recent biography of Trotsky. Certainly Trotsky was ac- 
corded better treatment than that provided for by the system he established under 
Bolshevism. Trotsky was even accorded conjugal rights when in jail. Robert Service, 
Trotsky: A Biography, Ibid., 50-95. 

85 Judith S. Goldstein, The Politics of Ethnic Pressure: The American Jewish Committee 
Fight against Immigration Restriction, 1906-1917 (New York: Garland Publishing, 
1990), 26-27; Zosa Szajkowski, “Paul Nathan, Lucien Wolf, Jacob H. Schiff and the 
Jewish revolutionary movements in Easter Europe,” Jewish Social Studies 29(1), 1-15, 
1967. 

The leaders of Western Jewish communities were highly committed to the over- 
throw of the czar. For example, in 1907 Lucien Wolf wrote to Louis Marshall of the 


Bolton, “How America Helped to Bolshevize Russia” 23 


vided the money for Kennan to distribute revolutionary propaganda 
to Russian prisoners-of-war in Japan during the 1904-1905 Russo- 
Japanese War, these revolutionized soldiers providing the cadres for 
the first anti-Czarist revolution in 1905, and for the 1917 Revolution. 

Perhaps Americans could more readily identify with the Bolsheviks 
and other socialist revolutionaries because of their own revolutionary 
and anti-monarchical tradition. Their President, Woodrow Wilson, 
touted as a great idealist despite being surrounded by the “vested in- 
terests” he feigned to denounce,* stated at the Paris Peace Conference 
in 1919, in terms reminiscent of the Bolsheviks: 


There is throughout the world the feeling of revolt against vest- 
ed interests which influence the world in both economic and po- 
litical spheres. The way to cure this domination is, in my opin- 
ion, constant discussion and a slow process of reform; but the 
world at large has grown impatient of delay. There are men in 
the United States of the finest temper, if not of the finest judg- 
ment, who are in sympathy with Bolshevism because it appears 
to them to offer that regime of opportunity to the individual 
which they desire to bring about.8” 


Hence, President Wilson had given the moral high ground to the 
Soviets. Wilson went further, and on his post-war sojourn to Europe 
unsuccessfully tried to speak with revolutionary rhetoric to crowds in 
Italy and France.8° Wilson was aiming to create his own liberal- 
democratic “world revolution” that could accommodate socialist 
revolutionaries of all types, including Bolsheviks. 
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Wilson’s “Fourteen Points” to reorganize the world amounted to a 
revolutionary manifesto that gave notice to the old European order 
that America would lead the new. Explicating the ideology behind the 
“Fourteen Points” it was stated in terms that seemed to coincide with 
the foreign policy of the Bolsheviks and would give reason for con- 
cern by the British, French and other colonial powers, that: 


In regard to these essential rectifications of wrong and assertions 
of right we feel ourselves to be intimate partners of all the gov- 
ernments and peoples associated together against the Imperial- 
ists. We cannot be separated in interest or divided in purpose. 
We stand together until the end.®? 


The Wilsonian manifesto was a call for anti-imperialist solidarity 
led by America, against the powers that the US had supposedly en- 
tered the war to assist, and could easily be interpreted as including 
the Bolsheviks as comrades in a world anti-imperialist struggle. 

With this US pro-revolutionist, anti-Czarist attitude in mind, while 
many were concerned at the sadism of the Reds, Graves’ subordinates 
were bringing him daily intelligence reports on alleged White atroci- 
ties, and Graves expressed his abhorrence,’ yet feigned ignorance as 
to the “Red Terror.” The pro-Bolshevik attitude among the Americans 
was noted by the White Russian press in Siberia, Graves complaining 
that the White press was describing the Americans as being “Bolshe- 
vistic,” and White Russian reports from Vladivostok to Kolchak at 
Omsk warned that, “The United States Soldiers are infected with Bol- 
shevism. ” 1 


GENERAL GRAVES’ ANTAGONISM TOWARDS KOLCHAK 

Of General Ivanoff-Rinoff, one of Kolchak’s commanders, whom 
Graves was to describe as the “Dictator of Eastern Siberia,”?2 Graves 
stated to British High Commissioner Sir Charles Eliot, that, “As far as 
I’m concerned the people could bring Ivanoff-Rinoff opposite Ameri- 
can headquarters and hang him to that telephone pole until he is dead 
— and not an American would turn his hand!”% 
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Graves’ characterization of the Kolchak Government was that of “a 
crowd of reactionaries,” and Ivanoff-Rinoff was a “typical Russian 
Czarist official.” These were the types of description Graves was dis- 
patching to the US War Office. 

The antagonism between Graves and the White Russian press was 
to result in Graves’ demand that Kolchak stifle the press, despite the 
supposed policy of “non-interference” (sic) and Graves’ supposed 
moral indignation at the “autocratic” nature of the Kolchak regime, 
whose restrictions in regard to “free speech” so enraged him. In retali- 
ation over the White Russian criticism of him and the Americans in 
general, Graves withheld 14,000 desperately needed rifles from Kol- 
chak’s forces, which had been bought and paid for by the White 
movement.” 

When the American Red Cross, as a private agency, under the di- 
rection of Dr Teusler, whom Graves slanders as having “no sympathy 
for the aspirations of the Russian people,” was found to be providing 
Kolchak’s forces with warm underwear, and running hospitals for 
Kolchak, Graves put Teusler on notice that no further guards would 
be available for Red Cross trains unless this support ceased. 

Another example of American “non-interference” was the efforts 
made to undermine Kalmikoff, Graves insisting that the Japanese dis- 
arm the Ussuri Cossack Ataman, writing to Japanese Headquarters, 
“that the excesses of Kalmikoff should be stopped and that his actions 
were a disgrace to civilization....”°7 

Indignantly replying to the US Military Attaché in Tokyo in regard 
to allegations that American deserters had joined the Red Army’. and 
that the US had stood by while Japanese forces had been attacked by 
the Reds, Graves stated: “There is not a man in the bolshevik, or any 
other army, worse than Kalmikoff.”% 
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RED ATROCITIES IGNORED 

Yet in his condemnation of Ivanoff-Rinoff, Kolchak, Semenoff, 
Kalmikoff and others, Graves could not have been unaware of the 
atrocities being committed by the Reds. The so-called “Red Terror” 
included forms of sadism that have the symptoms of mass psychosis, 
and were being reported both in the Western press and in dispatches 
by Allies on the scene. 

After Denikin’s White forces defeated the Bolsheviks at Odessa in 
August 1919, Rev. R. Courtier-Forster, Chaplain of the British forces at 
Odessa and the Black Sea ports, who had been held captive by the 
Bolsheviks, reported the horrors of Bolshevism, relating how on the 
ship Sinope, the largest cruiser of the Black Sea Fleet, some of his per- 
sonal friends had been chained to planks and slowly pushed into the 
ship’s furnaces to be roasted alive. Others were scalded with steam 
from the ship’s boilers. Mass rapes were committed, while the local 
Soviet press debated the possibilities of nationalizing women. The 
screams from women being raped and from other victims in what 
Rev. Courtier-Forster called the “Bolshevik’s House of Torture” at 
Catherine Square, could be heard for blocks around, while at Cathe- 
rine Square the Bolsheviks tried to muffle the screams with the noise 
of lorries thundering up and down the street.1 

Lenin used the Allied intervention as a rationalization for the “Red 
Terror” stating in 1919 that, “The Terror was forced on us by the En- 
tente. 1°! However the plan for a “Red Terror” was already drafted on 
the orders of Lenin in December 1917 for the Cheka, the secret political 
police. The People’s Commissary for the Interior, Ptervosky, sent a 
communiqué to all Soviets not to flinch from the “mass execution by 
shooting” of hostages to achieve their aims.1% Of the Civil War period, 
Melgunoff states that the number of “hostages” shot by the Bolsheviks 
in the autumn of 1918 cannot be estimated.!°% The number of victims 
of the Bolsheviks in South Russia during the period 1918-1919, was 
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estimated by the Denikin Commission to be 1,700,000, a total with 
which Melgunoff concurs.!© 

When the Rohrberg Commission of Enquiry entered Kiev, after the 
Soviets had been driven out in August 1919, it described the “execu- 
tion hall” of the Cheka as follows: 


All the cement floor of the great garage (the execution hall of the 
departmental Cheka of Kief) was flooded with blood. This blood 
was no longer flowing, it formed a layer of several inches: it was 
a horrible mixture of blood, brains, of pieces of skull, of tufts of 
hair and other human remains. All the walls were bespattered 
with blood; pieces of brains and scalps were sticking to them. A 
gutter twenty-five centimetres wide by twenty-five centimetres 
deep and about ten metres long ran from the centre of the garage 
towards a subterranean drain. This gutter along its whole length 
was full to the top with blood. ... Usually as soon as the massacre 
had taken place the bodies were conveyed out of the town in 
motor lorries and buried beside the grave about which we have 
spoken; we found in a corner of the garden another grave which 
was older and contained about eighty bodies. Here we discov- 
ered on the bodies traces of cruelties and mutilations the most 
varied and unimaginable. Some bodies were disembowelled, 
others had limbs chopped off, some were literally hacked to 
pieces. Some had their eyes put out and the head, face, neck and 
trunk covered with deep wounds. Further on we found a corpse 
with a wedge driven into the chest. Some had no tongues. In a 
corner of the grave we discovered a certain quantity of arms and 
legs.106 


The nature of Bolshevism was understood in the West by the time 
Graves took command of the Americans in Siberia. However, of the 
leaders of the major powers only France’s Clemenceau desired to see 
the elimination of Bolshevism, and introduced Wilson and Lloyd 
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George to eyewitnesses in regard to the “Red Terror.” Wilson howev- 
er would not be moved by the testimony.1°” 

Amidst the numerous accusations by Graves regarding White 
atrocities, the only comment he makes on the “Red Terror” is that: 


The foreign press was constantly being told that the Bolsheviks 
were the Russians who were committing these terrible excesses, 
and propaganda had been used to such an extent that no one ev- 


er believed that atrocities were being committed against the Bol- 
sheviks.108 


While Graves might have pleaded ignorance when he took com- 
mand of the American forces in Siberia, these statements were made 
in his book America’s Siberian Expedition published in 1931, and by that 
time there could be no excuse for ignorance, other than that of an 
apologist for Bolshevism. 


“VERY LARGELY OUR FAULT” 

In March 1919 Captain Montgomery Schuyler, Chief of Staff of the 
American Expeditionary Force in Siberia, reporting from Omsk to Lt. 
Colonel Barrows in Vladivostok, wrote of his misgivings: 


You will feel Iam being hot about this matter but it is I feel sure, 
one which is going to bring great trouble on the United States 
when the judgment of history shall be recorded on the part we 
have played. It is very largely our fault that Bolshevism has 
spread as it has and I do not believe we will be found guiltless of 
the thousands of lives uselessly and cruelly sacrificed in wild or- 
gies of bloodshed to establish an autocratic and despotic rule of 
principles which have been rejected by every generation of man- 
kind which has dabbled with them.!% 


In the same month as Captain Schuyler was writing his report 
which confirms the widespread White Russian assertions, much to 
Graves’ ongoing outrage, that the Americans were pursuing a policy 





107 Sayers and Kahn, The Great Conspiracy Against Russia, Ibid.,, 77-78. 

108 Graves, America’s Siberian Adventure, Ibid., “Kolchak and Recognition.” 

109 Capt. Montgomery Schuyler, Report of March 1, 1919, Record Group 120, Rec- 
ords of the American Expeditionary Forces, 383.9 Military Intelligence Report, p. 2. 


Bolton, “How America Helped to Bolshevize Russia” 29 


helpful to Bolshevism, Graves cabled Washington to ensure that his 
actions were in accord with the US Administration. General March, 
Chief of Staff of the US War Department, replied: “Your action as re- 
ported in the cablegram was in accordance with your original instruc- 
tions and is approved, and you will be guided by those instructions 
until they are modified by the President.”1 

Wilson had urged “evacuation of all Russian territory” by foreign 
troops as the sixth of his “Fourteen Points,” which would hardly en- 
courage confidence among the White movement in regard to the in- 
tentions of the USA, the implications of Wilson’s statement again be- 
ing pro-Soviet: 


The evacuation of all Russian territory and such a settlement of 
all questions affecting Russia as will secure the best and freest 
cooperation of the other nations of the world in obtaining for her 
an unhampered and unembarrassed opportunity for the inde- 
pendent determination of her own political development and na- 
tional policy and assure her of a sincere welcome into the society 
of free nations under institutions of her own choosing; and, more 
than a welcome, assistance also of every kind that she may need 
and may herself desire. The treatment accorded Russia by her 
sister nations in the months to come will be the acid test of their 
good will, of their comprehension of her needs as distinguished 
from their own interests, and of their intelligent and unselfish 
sympathy.! 


Therefore, when authorizing American troops to enter Russia, Wil- 
son stated of the US forces in North Russia at the time of their landing 
that 


military intervention there would add to the present sad confu- 
sion in Russia rather than cure it. ... Whether from Vladivostok 
or from Murmansk and Archangel, the only legitimate object for 
which the American or Allied troops can be employed... is to 
guard military stores which may subsequently be needed by 
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Russian forces and to render such aid as may be acceptable to 
the Russians in the organization of their own self-defence.!!? 


This was at variance with the British military’s understanding of 
the meaning of intervention, and the British military, which had 
command of the Allied Supreme War Council, wished to pursue an 
anti-Bolshevik policy, albeit at variance with Prime Minister Lloyd 
George. They had supported an anti-Soviet coup in Archangel the fol- 
lowing month (August). Hence, there was no common agreement as 
to the meaning of intervention, and Allied military action against the 
Red Army was more likely to arise from the initiative of Allied offic- 
ers on the scene. This is acknowledged by George F. Kennan when he 
writes of the coup in Archangel: 


That the participants in this happy escapade had any knowledge 
of the President’s recent expression of unwillingness to have 
American troops participate in organized intervention into the 
interior from Murmansk and Archangel, or that it would have 
meant much to them had they known it, seems doubtful in the 
extreme.!18 


JAPANESE FACTOR 

Although both Trotsky and Allied military attachés were urging 
Japanese assistance in the intervention,''+ Japanese aims in Russia’s 
Far East became problematic to the Allies. 

Kolchak had established his Government in Omsk, but was op- 
posed by pro-Japanese officers, and by the powerful Cossack Ataman, 
Semenoff, who had established his domain in the Far East with Japa- 
nese support. The Western Allies became aware of Japan’s intentions 
of keeping the region destabilized and of preventing a stable, united 
Russian authority, which was the aim of Kolchak, who was recog- 
nized by most of the other White leaders as the “supreme Ruler of All 
the Russias.” As early as 1918 US military intelligence had reported 
that the Japanese did not desire a stable order in Russia since this 
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would eliminate the need for Japanese intervention under the pretext 
of maintaining stability.!! 

The pro-British Kolchak’s position was precarious in regard to Jap- 
anese-backed rival White leaders, such as Semenoff and Kalmikoff. 
The Japanese were seeking to establish their dominion over the Rus- 
sian Far East and to keep Britain and America out.!!6 The White forces 
were caught between the Red Army and inter-Allied post-war rivalry. 
This was a factor for an American business syndicate, with the sup- 
port of the US Administration, being able to negotiate a concession 
from the Soviet regime over the Kamchatka Peninsula. 

In 1920, when the Allies were ostensibly in Vladivostok to assist the 
Whites, an American businessman, Washington Vanderlip, represent- 
ing a consortium of US business interests and the US Government, was 
negotiating a concession with Lenin for what would have virtually 
made the whole area a protectorate of the USA. This involved a sixty- 
year lease of the Far Eastern Kamchatka Peninsula to secure important 
oil and mining concessions!’. 

The British novelist, historian, and Fabian-socialist H. G .Wells, in 
Russia at the time to interview Lenin and other Bolshevik luminaries, 
met Vanderlip and expressed the hope that the USA and commercial 
interests would sustain Bolshevism: 


The only Power capable of playing this role of eleventh-hour 
helper to Russia single-handed is the United States of America. 
That is why I find the adventure of the enterprising and imagi- 
native Mr. Vanderlip very significant. I doubt the conclusiveness 
of his negotiations; they are probably only the opening phase of 
a discussion of the Russian problem upon a new basis that may 
lead it at last to a comprehensive world treatment of this situa- 
tion. Other Powers than the United States will, in the present 
phase of world-exhaustion, need to combine before they can be 
of any effective use to Russia. Big business is by no means anti- 
pathetic to Communism. The larger big business grows the more 
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it approximates to Collectivism. It is the upper road of the few 
instead of the lower road of the masses to Collectivism.!!8 


Vanderlip embarked on his mission at a time when the Soviets did 
not yet control the region, and undertook the trip with the authority of 
the US State Department. Lenin explained the lease to the Eighth All- 
Russia Congress of Soviets on December 21, 1920, replying to a ques- 
tion on the possibility of war with Japan, that Soviet Russia was now 
in a position to fight Japan with the help of America, and that “an at- 
tack by Japan on Soviet Russia is much more difficult now than it was 
a year ago.”!!9 Hence, the lease was intended to serve both Soviet and 
US geopolitical interests. Lenin, writing to Vanderlip in 1921, ex- 
pressed the importance the Soviet regime attached to the lease: 


I thank you for your kind letter of the 14th, and am very glad to 
hear of President Harding’s favourable views as to our trade 
with America. You know what value we attach to our future 
American business relations. We fully recognise the part played 
in this respect by your syndicate and also the great importance 
of your personal efforts. Your new proposals are highly interest- 
ing and I have asked the Supreme Council of National Economy 
to report to me at short intervals about the progress of the nego- 
tiations. You can be sure that we will treat every reasonable sug- 
gestion with the greatest attention and care. It is on production 
and trade that our efforts are principally concentrated and your 
help is to us of the greatest value.!7° 


At the time the “ownership” of Kamchatka was not even known to 
Lenin, but the Japanese were in possession, and did not withdraw un- 
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til signing a treaty with the USSR in 1925. Lenin pointed out that an 
American presence, including a naval base, would act as a “buffer” to 
Japanese aggression, stating: “ Actually the Japanese are in possession, 
and they do not relish the idea of our giving it away to the Ameri- 
cans.”!21 Hence the statement often made that the Vanderlip conces- 
sion never became operative because of opposition from the US Gov- 
ernment and “big business” is incorrect.!** Japan held possession until 
1925, the US Government did not feel enabled to officially recognize 
the USSR until 1933, but American “big business” initiated commer- 
cial relations with the Bolsheviks as early as 1920.18 


“POORLY ARMED AND EQUIPPED” 

The reliability of assistance not only for military but also for civil 
administration relied on recognition of Kolchak’s Omsk administra- 
tion as the de jure authority. But neither de jure nor de facto recognition 
was ever forthcoming. “Such assistance could not be relied on without 
recognition,” recalled Kolchak’s Foreign Minister, Sukin.!*4 Since the 
1918 armistice between Soviet Russia and Germany the Allied policy 
was indefinite and vacillating, writes Smele,! who succinctly ex- 
plains the situation: 


By November 1918 there had been Allied troops on Russian ter- 
ritory for the best part of a year. Soviet historians, of course, con- 
sistently construed this intervention and the concomitant spon- 
sorship of counter-revolution in Siberia and European Russia as 
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being purely anti-Bolshevik in origin and inspiration. Unfortu- 
nately for Kolchak and the Whites, however, this was far from 
being the whole story.!*° 


Wilson at Paris stated that the Allied troops were “doing no sort of 
good” in Russia and should be withdrawn. Churchill, one of the few 
politicos who sought the overthrow of the Bolsheviks, worried that 
communism would triumph and reduce all of Russia to misery. He 
urged a detailed study be made to determine what force was needed 
to defeat Bolshevism. Wilson immediately repudiated Churchill and, 
without American support, there could be no offensive to defeat the 
Soviets.!2” The attitude of Churchill’s Prime Minister, Lloyd George, 
was in agreement with that of Wilson, and both desired the Allies to 
meet with Soviet representatives, Lloyd George stating at the Paris 
conference in 1919 in terms that could only give comfort to the Bol- 
sheviks: 


The peasants accepted Bolshevism for the same reason that 
peasants accepted it in the French Revolution, namely that it 
gave them land. The Bolsheviks are the de facto Government. We 
formerly recognized the Czar’s Government, although at the 
time we knew it to be absolutely rotten. Our reason was that it 
was the de facto Government ... but we refuse to recognise the 
Bolsheviks! To say that we ourselves should pick the representa- 
tives of a great people is contrary to every principle for which 
we have fought.!8 


Lloyd George was wrong on several historical points: the peasants 
had not accepted Bolshevism. Ironically, the peasants at the time were 
in revolt against Bolshevism,'!”? just as they had been the foundation 
for a resistance to the proto-” Bolshevism” of Revolutionary France, to 
which George alludes.!°° Describing the Czar’s regime as de facto and 
“rotten” and no more legitimate that the precarious Soviet regime 
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based around Moscow and Petrograd was sending a negative mes- 
sage to many of those resisting the Red Army. 

In March 1918, Kolchak was informed of the Bullitt mission to Mos- 
cow, which had come back with a favorable view of the Soviet re- 
gime.!3! 

In April the Allies announced food relief to central Russia, thereby 
helping to stem popular resentment against the Soviet regime.!52 The 
aid from the Allies to Kolchak continued, the purpose as explained by 
Lloyd George in the House of Commons being not due to any anti- 
Bolshevik policy, but because British prestige would suffer if it was 
seen that the anti-Soviet forces were being abandoned to their fate 
now that they had served their purposes in regard to the World War. 
There was also increasingly widespread horror in Britain once the 
facts in regard to the “Red Terror” and the bestial nature of Bolshe- 
vism became known.!°3 It should also be recalled, as previously noted, 
that Wickham Steed of The London Times had conducted a highly effec- 
tive campaign against recognizing the Soviets that, as Lloyd George, 
complained was preventing him from recognizing the Soviets. 

In October another blow was struck at Kolchak when Canada, 
whose troops comprised a major component of the Allied forces, an- 
nounced it was withdrawing from Siberia. 

The prospect of continued Allied aid to Kolchak was pegged to the 
Admiral’s commitment to establishing a liberal order and on pursuing 
a policy that was in accord with the Wilsonian ideals for the post-war 
world which, as alluded to previously, were analogous to Bolshevik 
ideology. Hence the US sought commitments from Kolchak that he 
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would not only establish a democratic regime in Russia, but that Rus- 
sia would join the League of Nations and honor foreign debts. It 
was made sufficiently clear that if Kolchak was not willing to adopt 
these post-war aims aid would be curtailed. 

Kolchak felt that with military success he would be able to eventu- 
ally establish his own terms for the governance of Russia. During 
1919, despite the demoralizing Allied actions of the previous year, it 
looked possible that the Red Army might be defeated, and it seemed 
prudent for the US to maintain its connections with the Omsk regime. 
There was a danger that the Whites might defeat the Reds with or 
without Allied aid, and that if without, any subsequent non-Soviet 
Government would view the Allies with resentment. Another major 
factor was the possibility that any such Government would turn to 
Germany, which is what the Soviet regime did with under the Treaty 
of Rapallo in 1922. 

Yet, despite the initial successes of Kolchak, in August 1919 The 
New York Times was already reporting that he was in retreat, with 
100,000 “poorly armed men” facing a well-equipped Red Army of 
500,000. The White Army was ‘still fighting bravely, but they are 
poorly armed and equipped,” states a New York Times report. The re- 
port refers to Kolchak’s forces being “partially armed and equipped”: 


The defeat of the Omsk Government is authoritatively attributed 
to the lack of trained soldiers and the lack of military supplies. 
The setback suffered in the field by the Kolchak army is believed 
to make more uncertain if not positively unlikely the early 
recognition of the Omsk Government by the United States and 
the allied powers.1!°5 


Contemporary reports confirm White allegations that Allied sup- 
port had always been inadequate. Wilson had already determined in 
early 1919 that American troops would leave Russia. One historian of 
the period comments: “Having undertaken to lead the White Russians 
against the Bolsheviks, the Allies were now about to leave them hold- 
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ing a bag of very dubious tenability.”!°° General Ironsides, the British 
commander at Archangel, had anticipated such a scuttle and had done 
what he could to outfit and “partially train” 15,000 White Russian 
troops, but rumors of an impending American withdrawal destroyed 
anti-Bolshevik morale, mutinies spread from April 1919, and hun- 
dreds of Whites began deserting to the Red Army after killing their 
officers.157 Although the Americans were replaced by 10,000 British 
troops “it was soon clear that the intervention was in effect over. ... 
The Allies were on their way out.”!8 The British replacements were at 
Archangel for only three months, before the Whites were left to their 
own devices, and at first fared quite well against the Reds. 

By this time the reputation of the Americans in Siberia was so low 
that the Kolchak Government requested the American forces not to 
advance into Siberia any further lest the extension of the American 
presence further aggravated the low opinion the Russians held for the 
Americans.!°? 

In July 1919 General Graves called in the Japanese Chief of Staff 
and the American commander at Sviagina to condemn the Japanese 
execution of five suspected Bolsheviks, and reprimanded the Ameri- 
can commander for not having forcibly prevented the Japanese from 
doing so. Graves was to write of this incident: 


I felt so strongly about this murder that I brought the command- 
ing officer of Sviagina to American Head-quarters at Vladivos- 
tok and, in the presence of the Japanese Chief of Staff, told him 
he should have used force to prevent it. I also told the Japanese 
Chief of Staff that if such a thing was ever attempted again in 
American sectors of the railroad, it would bring on a conflict be- 
tween Japanese and American troops.1!*9 


The New York Times again reported on the routing of Kolchak by the 
Red Army and placed the blame on the Allies, and particularly on the 
US Administration. The Admiral’s White Army had been beaten back 
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over 800 miles, “because he had not sufficient gun power, no air- 
planes, no tanks, and little food.” 


The Allies withheld the necessary supplies, especially the sup- 
plies of arms and ammunition from the Omsk Government. ... 
[T]he Allies have given no officers to Kolchak, not even a non- 
commissioned officer to train the undisciplined privates he has 
in some fashion dragged together. 


So Kolchak, without ammunition, food or other supplies, and 
with a patriotic mob he cannot discipline by himself without aid, 
has done wonders and has finally been routed. ..141 


The following day The New York Times was reporting that the US 
Administration had finally agreed to allow the release to Kolchak, in 
the midst of his retreat, some of the American-made arms and ammu- 
nition the US had gone into Russia to guard from German capture in 
the closing months of World War I, after financial arrangement had 
been made by White Russian representatives. Diplomatic recognition 
remained elusive however,!4? despite the urgent plea by Robert S. 
Morris, American Ambassador to Japan, reporting on his mission to 
Siberia, that US recognition would be vital for the survival of Kol- 
chak’s authority, and that had it been given three months previously, 
the Omsk Government would not have been in its perilous situa- 
tion.43 It is notable that even then, and with disquiet from those on 
the scene regarding the possibility that the White movement might be 
forced into alliance with Germany and Japan, the arms were only be- 
latedly forthcoming because White Russian agents in the USA had ar- 
ranged for payment. 

After several years, and awaiting arms that had to be paid for by 
the White movement, Graves still ensured that even now there were 
delays and ill-will attached to the late delivery, The New York Times 
reporting of the situation that, 





141 “Kolchak Beaten,” The New York Times, Editorial, August 13, 1919. 

142 “Arms to Kolchak now being rushed by United States,” New York Times, Au- 
gust 14, 1919, 1, 4. 

143 “Envoy Morris Attributes Kolchak’s Reverses to Failure to Recognize Him 3 
months Ago,” New York Times, August 28, 1919, 1. 


Bolton, “How America Helped to Bolshevize Russia” 39 


Major General Graves recently refused delivery of the arms to 
the Russian authorities at Vladivostok, his action resulting in 
criticism of the American command by the Russian authorities in 
the Far East, as well as by General Knox, chief of the British Mili- 
tary Mission at Omsk, who said that General Graves had held up 
the delivery of arms which the Russians had bought and paid 
for.144 


Graves had been piqued by criticism of American forces in an arti- 
cle in a Vladivostok newspaper and had demanded Kolchak suppress 
the newspaper. When Kolchak refused, the General decided that 
withholding 14,000 arms would be apt punishment. The US State De- 
partment intervened, The New York Times reporting: 


In advising General Graves to permit the resumption of arms 
shipments to the Kolchak forces, state department officials took 
the position that withholding the rifles now, with a wide offen- 
sive against the Bolsheviki starting, might prove fatal to the suc- 
cess of the operation.!45 


That month also (October 1919) when the situation for Kolchak was 
dire, the Allied authorities demanded that he withdraw from Vladi- 
vostok due to the shooting of a drunken American solider by a Rus- 
sian officer, who had been struck at by the American after demanding 
that the soldier desist from anti-Government statements.'4° One might 
think that in such a situation the Allies would be concerned with the 
actions of their subordinates, rather than with using the incident as a 
pretext to yet again try and hamstring Kolchak. The Admiral replied 
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that Vladivostok is a defensive position and that the Allied demand 
was an intrusion on Russian sovereignty, and refused to comply.!*” 

In November General Semenoff attempted to acquisition for his 
Cossack forces 15,000 of the 68,000 firearms en route to Kolchak under 
American guard, but the small American contingent was under orders 
not to provide Semenoff with any arms under any circumstances.!48 
Semenoff was again confronted by American troops as he sought to 
assist Kolchak in his final days. 


REVOLUTIONISTS THANKFUL FOR AMERICAN HELP 

In December 1919 a revolt by an army regiment against Kolchak in 
Irkutsk resulted in the proclamation of a revolutionist Government, 
whose forces proceeded to capture the railway station. Kolchak 
threatened to bomb the station but was prevented from doing so by 
the Allies, and the station was declared “neutral.” Kolchak succeeded 
in driving the revolutionists across the Irkutsk River. However several 
days later Kolchak was detained at Nijnie Udinsk after the establish- 
ment of a revolutionary authority. Several hundred of Semenoff’s sol- 
diers arrived and clashed with the revolutionists. 

On January 12, 1920 American troops clashed with Semenoff’s 
troops, which had also fought with the Czechs.4? Thus, one of the fi- 
nal acts of the American forces had been to clash with the remnants of 
the White movement under Semenoff, who had been designated by 
Kolchak as his successor as commander of the White Armies,!° as he 
sought to assist Kolchak. 

With the end of the Kolchak Government in sight, the US succeeded 
in persuading Japan to adhere to the US position that the purpose of the 
Allied presence in Siberia should be to do nothing more than guard the 
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Trans-Siberian railroad.'*! The US had ensured prior to its withdrawal 
that Kolchak would be left without support. 

On entering Vladivostok the revolutionists sought to capture the Rus- 
sian Governor, General Rozanov, but were prevented from entering his 
house by Japanese troops. The Americans responded with a Marine de- 
tachment whose commanding officer stated to the Japanese that “inter- 
ference” would not be tolerated. “The Japanese then withdrew and all 
foreign forces observed a neutral attitude. “152 

The American forces guarding the Trans-Siberian railway left Vladi- 
vostok amidst wild acclaim from the revolutionist regime. The New York 
Times reported: 


Parades, street meetings and speechmaking marked the second 
day today of the city’s complete liberation from Kolchak authori- 
ty. Red flags fly on every Government building, many business 
houses and homes. 


There is a pronounced pro-American feeling evident. In front of 
the American headquarters the revolutionary leaders mounted 
steps of buildings across the street, making speeches calling the 
Americans real friends, who at a critical time saved the present 
movement. The people insist upon an allied policy of no inter- 
ference internationally in political affairs. 


The General Staff of the new Government at Nikolsk has tele- 
graphed to the American commander, Major Gen. Graves, ex- 
pressing its appreciation for efforts toward guaranteeing an al- 
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lied policy of non-interference during the occupation of the city, 
also in aiding in a peaceful settlement of the local situation.!° 


Despite the lengths that Graves went to both during and subse- 
quent to his command in Siberia to repudiate the contention of not on- 
ly the Whites but also of General Knox that “by not supporting Kol- 
chak you are encouraging the Bolsheviks to think the United States is 
supporting them,” he conceded that “There were some truths in this 
claim. “4 

In 1920, in the midst of defeat, Kolchak stated that, “the meaning 
and essence of this intervention remains quite obscure to me,”!> as his 
forces were left fleeing for their lives in disarray, abandoned to their 
fate by the Allies. Kolchak was captured after being betrayed by his 
Czech guard and was shot by the Revolutionist regime on February 
7.156 Graves, while being appalled at the reports of the punishments 
allegedly meted out by the White regime, excused the execution of 
Kolchak as being the result of justified “resentment by the people,” 
and as having been properly tried and convicted by a “military 
court. “157 

The New York Times editorialized with some pertinent analysis of 
the Allied intervention and the impending collapse of the White rem- 
nants, with Denikin’s forces in retreat and Semenoff only maintained 
by the Japanese: 


There can be no doubt that the allied Governments must bear a 
large part of the blame for the collapse of this movement. As The 
New Europe recently observed, “the publicly proclaimed vacilla- 
tions of our statesmen are worth a whole army corps to the Bol- 
sheviki.”158 
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An inherent weakness in the position of the White movement was 
also comprehended by the Times’ editorial as being a lack of unity of 
ideas, having to “harmonize political factions running all the way 
from rather extreme Socialists to supporters of the old autocracy.”159 

Sayers and Kahn, remarking on the Civil War, stated that the aims 
of the White movement were to restore the old order — but that “the 
war aims of the Allies in Russia were less clear. ... The intervention 
was finally presented to the world by allied spokesmen, in so far as its 
motives were publicized at all, as a political crusade against Bolshe- 
vism. Actually, “anti-Bolshevism” played a secondary role.”! But 
what Sayers and Kahn could not say was that business interests in the 
West were as willing to reach accord with the Soviets as with anyone 
else; hence the lack of any mention by the pro-Soviet American au- 
thors of the Vanderlip concession or of the unnamed Americans re- 
ported by The New York Times as having formed a consortium for So- 
viet trade as early as 1920, or of the extensive commercial and finan- 
cial relations Britain, the USA and Germany soon established with the 
Soviets. 


CONCLUSION 

The Allied intervention served Soviet purposes. Such a crisis was 
required in order to consolidate the Bolshevik position. Luckett in his 
history of the Civil War states that the Allied intervention had “helped 
the Soviets” by making the Soviet cause appear to be “patriotic rather 
than factional.”1! Of the Great Powers, only Japan and France had the 
aim of eliminating Bolshevism, while Britain sought to get out without 
being seen as dishonorable, and America’s presence served as nothing 
other than a menace to the White movement. 

Robert Service writes that, 


Lenin and Trotsky had wanted a civil war in order to have the 
chance to carry out their irreversible suppression of the enemies 
of the October Revolution. Neither of them said this directly in 
public. A secret telegram that Trotsky had sent to Lenin on 17 
August 1918 summed up their attitude: 
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I consider it unacceptable to let steamers sail [the Volga] 
under a Red Cross flag. The receipt of grain will be inter- 
preted by charlatans and fools as showing the possibility 
that agreement can be made and that civil war in unneces- 
sary. The military motives are unknown to me. Air pilots 
and artillerymen have been ordered to bomb and set fire to 
the bourgeois district of Kazan and then to Simbirsk and 
Samara. In these conditions a Red Cross caravan is inap- 
propriate. 1°? 


Luckett states that, “The Civil War removed from Russia, through 
death or exile, the greater part of the upper and middle classes. It po- 
larized the political conflict and reinforced the monolithic structure of 
the emergent state. 16 

Of particular interest is that Luckett contends that rather than a 
commitment to the restoration of monarchy being a weakness or a 
cause of divisiveness, had the White movement from the start de- 
clared its commitment to Czarism it would have initially lost “some of 
their adherents” but that in the long run the gains “could have been 
very considerable.”16+ Not surprisingly, the “White movement” hav- 
ing embraced sundry elements from Socialist Revolutionaries to Czar- 
ists, with the bizarre situation of great Czarist military leaders such as 
Kolchak having to offer their services to Socialist Revolutionaries, had 
no positive unifying factor. Of course, the Allies, led by Wilson and 
Lloyd George, were unrestrained in their contempt for Czarism. 

The elimination of the Bolshevik regime was not a doomed cause, 
despite the wishful thinking of many Allied representatives and busi- 
nessmen. Far from it. The Bolsheviks started with a precarious hold 
that did not extend far beyond Moscow and Petrograd. Luckett con- 
cludes in his study that although the White army made many strategic 
blunders, “the Reds made mistakes also: in exclusively military mat- 
ters they made far more than the Whites. ... Given the White failure to 
organise politically, their achievements are all the more remarka- 
ble.”165 
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In October 1919, although Kolchak was being pushed back in Sibe- 
ria, Yudenich’s forces came within eight miles of Petrograd and the 
Soviet regime had moved its seat of power to Moscow.! Although 
the Red Army pushed Yudenich back from the verge of triumph, Rob- 
ert Service writes: 


Armed conflicts continued to cover Russian and Ukrainian terri- 
tory as peasants rose in revolt against the Soviet order with its 
expropriations and conscriptions. Scarcely had the Red Army 
defeated Yudenich than it was being sent out to crush the rebel- 
lions. The Greens!*” roamed across province after province. Mu- 
tinies broke out in Red Army garrisons. Industrial strikes broke 
out in an increasing number of factories and mines. Inter-ethnic 
and inter-religious clashes also continued to occur in outlying 
regions. The Bashkirs and Tatars were fighting each other in the 
southern Urals. Muslim communities fought with Russians in 
the province by the River Volga.'6 


Yet according to Graves’ reminisces, written over a decade later 
and with the advantage of hindsight, the Russian peasants and work- 
ers were entirely in support of the Bolsheviks, and the White move- 
ment comprised a “crowd” of sadistic reactionaries and autocrats. 

Service comments of this situation that while the White forces 
sought to regroup and challenge the Red Army, 


their hopes were undermined by the decision of the United 
Kingdom and France to halt their intervention in the Civil War. 
In December 1919 the British withdrew from Archangel, the 
French from Odessa. Neither Trotsky nor his leading comrades 
made much comment because they were wary of concluding 
that the threat of an anti-Bolshevik crusade was over. ... The 
Reds had come close to defeat several time since the Civil War. 
... The Civil War was a close run conflict between the Reds and 
the Whites.16? 
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The White forces were literally stabbed in the back by the machina- 
tions of the Allied politicians, and the “vested interests,” to use Wil- 
son’s term, that saw bright prospects for business dealings with their 
supposed arch-enemies. 

The lessons of US duplicity in regard to aiding supposed friends, 
and particularly those in conflict were communism, could have been a 
warning to those finding themselves in similar circumstances and 
who succumbed because of American betrayal, from China!”? to Cu- 
ba!7! to Nicaragua!” to Tibet,!”5 where on each occasion the USA scut- 
tled at the crucial juncture. The tendency towards treachery that re- 
mains a factor of American foreign relations, which continues the Wil- 
sonian doctrine for “world order,” is something that still needs learn- 
ing by those who would ‘sup with the devil.” 
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Reviewed by Kevin MacDonald 


There was a time not long ago when the idea of Western unique- 
ness was received wisdom in the academic world. Within this tradi- 
tional framework, the West was characterized as uniquely rooted in 
individual freedom, representative government, science, and explora- 
tion. The intense dynamism of the West was responsible for dragging 
the rest of the world from its backward slumbers rooted in collectiv- 
ism, superstition, and unchanging tradition. It was a view that coin- 
cided with a period when the West had a strong sense of cultural con- 
fidence. 

But all that has changed with the rise of multiculturalism and an 
academic establishment that is decidedly on the left. In the new dis- 
pensation, the West is as a historical backwater whose success is due 
entirely to luck rather than anything unique, or certainly anything at 
all that might be seen in a positive light. The alternative put forward 
by the revisionists is “to treat history as an unending series of ‘lucky 
shots’ and abrupt turns” (p. 203); Duchesne cites an historian who 
writes that Europeans “weren’t just lucky; they were lucky many 
times over” (p. 203)— what one might term an anti-theory of Western 
uniqueness. In no other area of scientific inquiry would people be sat- 
isfied with a theory based on luck. 

Ricardo Duchesne, a professor of sociology at the University of 
New Brunswick, is out to change all that. The Uniqueness of Western 
Civilization is a brilliant work written by an exceptionally wide- 
ranging scholar and thinker. 

Duchesne begins by showing that the decline of the self-confident 
assertions of Western uniqueness and cultural confidence began in the 
1960s when any comparison of West and non-West became fraught 
with concerns about Western ethnocentrism. Standard college courses 
in “Western Civilization” were removed in favor of world history 
courses emphasizing multiculturalism and a downgraded role for the 


48 The Occidental Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 3, Fall 201 


West. Duchesne notes, “In the 1960s world historians were genuinely 
debating the question of Western ethnocentrism and beginning to 
write texts from a global perspective. This was merely the onset of 
what would become a crusade against the West” (p. 6). 

An important aspect of the war was “dependency theory” which 
argued that the nations of the West “had enriched themselves through 
the exploitation of Africa, the Americas, and Asia and repudiated the 
idea that European civilization on its own generated the means to out- 
develop the rest of the world” (p. 14). According to Immanuel Waller- 
stein, an influential world historian, Western success was due to its 
imperialism and colonialism, but ultimately “the attack on the West 
and on the possibility of universal history, however, did not stem 
from any one person or school of thought. It was the work of many 
elite groups, cultural relativists, post-colonialists, Foucault-inspired 
New Historicists, and deconstructionists” (p. 17). 

Although it was indeed a very widely dispersed effort, Duchesne 
emphasizes the role of two preceding intellectual movements dis- 
cussed in The Culture of Critique as Jewish intellectual movements: The 
Frankfurt School and Boasian anthropology.! The Frankfurt School 
was active by the 1920s while Franz Boas was in full culture war mode 
by 1910 and his disciples were in control of academic anthropology by 
the 1920s. The Dialectic of the Enlightenment, by Frankfurt stalwarts 
Max Horkheimer and T. W. Adorno, characterized the modern West 
by “the elimination of the Other” (p. 18) and saw Western civilization 
as inevitably resulting in totalitarianism, thus eliminating the distinc- 
tion between liberalism and fascism. Duchesne comments that the 
Frankfurt School “would generate a whole new form of ‘negative’ 
consciousness, otherwise known as ‘Critical Theory,’ across campuses 
and across the disciplines: critical ethnography, cultural studies, race 
theory, critical pedagogy, cultural Marxism, critical legal studies, and 
much more. The agent of this negative posture would be the engaged 
‘critical’ writer/activist/artist/tenured radical who would use 
his/her writing, art, and classroom to undermine and expose the evils 
of Western culture” (p. 19). 
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Nevertheless, despite the excellent credentials of the Frankfurt 
School as prime destroyer of the West, Duchesne characterizes 
Boasian anthropology as “the most devastating assault on the idea of 
Western progress” (p. 19). In the words of Boas’ protégé Margaret 
Mead, Boasian relativism “stood against any grading of cultures in 
hierarchical systems which would place our own culture at the top 
and place other cultures of the world in a descending scale according 
to the extent that they differ from ours” (p. 20). Duchesne pointedly 
notes that the idea of cultural gradation retains usefulness, citing the 
classic work of 19'-century anthropologist Lewis Morgan and the 
work of Leslie White, an evolutionary anthropologist who in his 1959 
work Evolution of Culture graded cultures on the amount and type of 
energy they were able to utilize per capita—a criterion that would 
place Western culture at the peak of human accomplishment. 

Duchesne is fond of showing how the critics of the West typically 
presuppose ideas whose origins are uniquely Western. For example, 
in discussing Boas, Duchesne notes, “There is ... an unavoidable par- 
adox contained in the very historical origins of cultural relativism, for 
its roots lie in the uniquely Western idea that there is a universal hu- 
manity. Starting with the Stoic cosmopolitan idea that each person is a 
member of a common cosmos, through to the Christian idea that all 
humans irrespective of local, ethnic or cultural origin were created by 
the same God, to the 16'-century idea that humans have a ‘natural’ 
rights-bearing disposition to life, liberty, and dignity, the West has 
long cultivated the notion of a universal humanity” (p. 31). Even more 
pointedly, in his discussion of the fad among historians for a “blink- 
ered, anti-Western” world history, Duchesne notes that 


the trend toward a more even-handed evaluation of non- 
European peoples, initiated by Western scholars in the first half 
of the 20 century deserves to be acknowledged. It is, after all, a 
trend in character with the ideals of human rights and dignity 
advanced by European civilization. (p. 53; emphasis in text) 


Duchesne cannot be said to be an evolutionary thinker. Neverthe- 
less, he notes correctly that sociobiology “was excluded from social 
evolutionary models for political rather than scholarly reasons” (p. 
34), particularly by excluding evolutionary ideas on stratification and 
aggression. Indeed, one consequence of the triumph of Boasian an- 
thropology was the construction of “a pacified past” in which non- 
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Western peoples were seen as peaceful sharers and gift givers (in con- 
trast to evil, greedy, grasping Westerners) rather than the reality that 
they are self-interested creatures for whom war and status-seeking are 
a very important aspects of life.? 

Because it is central to his theory of Western uniqueness, Duchesne 
places special emphasis on the general finding that with the advent of 
simple farming techniques, there is a pronounced tendency toward 
non-egalitarian social structure with the rise of Big Man cultures 
where men sought high status, material possessions, and extra wives. 
Duchesne introduces this idea in the section on sociobiology, suggest- 
ing that, in agreement with many evolutionary psychologists, he sees 
the psychological drive for status as an aspect of the evolved propen- 
sities of the human mind. Duchesne emphasizes the psychological as- 
pects of this drive: the desire for “higher deference, respect, desire for 
that the big man had attained, and admiration of others” (p. 37). He 
then states that 


the unsocial behavior of big men cannot be fully understood 
within the theoretical ambit of evolutionary psychology or soci- 
obiology. The self-assertive longing for ‘prestige,’ ‘respect,’ and 
‘fame’ are no doubt genetically-based traits which evolved in re- 
sponse to long periods of adaptive selective pressures. But I will 
argue that the pursuit of prestige needs to be examined as a psy- 
chosomatic or mental disposition on the part of humans to 
achieve validation and recognition from other human beings. I 
will also argue that this disposition assumed a heightened, more 
intensive expression amongst the aristocratic culture of the Indo- 
European speakers who gradually infiltrated Europe after 4000 
BC. The ‘noblest’ ideal of Indo-European aristocratic warriors 
was the pursuit of prestige through the performance of heroic 
acts in proud contempt for one’s biological survival. (p. 40) 


In reply, there is no reason why social status-seeking cannot be 
based on achieving validation and recognition from other people. In- 
deed, it’s hard to imagine how else it could work. Duchesne at times 
contrasts materialistic motivation (desire for resources) which he con- 
siders “biological” and non-materialist striving for prestige and honor 
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(which he labels “psychosomatic”) as if only materialistic striving is 
comprehensible within an evolutionary perspective. But these desires 
are not incompatible, and one need not be seen as more “reductionist” 
than the other. Both have their roots in the evolved proclivities of the 
human mind. 

And although it is true that politically correct evolutionary psy- 
chologists, such as Leda Cosmides and John Tooby, have eschewed 
any attempt to understand human variation in evolutionary terms, 
this is certainly not a unanimous opinion — indeed, it is widely reject- 
ed within evolutionary personality psychology.’ The latter discipline 
attempts to account for personality variation in evolutionary terms, 
and racial and ethnic differences are important for several important 
evolutionary psychologists, including J. Philippe Rushton and Richard 
Lynn; differences between Jews and non-Jews in IQ and ethnocen- 
trism are a central aspect of my work on Judaism. 

Finally, although it may seem odd to propose that an evolved psy- 
chological trait could lead one to not value biological survival, the re- 
ality is that, as Duchesne shows, the Indo-European warriors who are 
so central to his theory of the uniqueness of Western culture did in 
fact achieve biological success at least sufficient to plant the psycho- 
logical roots of Western uniqueness. Prestige and honor among one’s 
fellows is in fact typically linked with material possessions and repro- 
ductive success. Like other psychological traits related to aggression 
and risk-taking, the pursuit of social prestige by heroic acts is a high 
risk/high reward behavior, where evidently the rewards sufficiently 
outweighed the risks over a prolonged period of evolutionary time. 
One wonders what alternative theory Duchesne might propose for the 
existence of such a trait. 

Showing that he is in fact something of a closeted evolutionist, 
Duchesne pointedly dismisses the views of two prominent Jewish in- 
tellectuals who have used their credentials as evolutionary biologists 
to eviscerate evolutionary accounts of human behavior. He notes that 
Jared Diamond's theory of Western uniqueness in Guns, Germs, and 
Steel “thoroughly deactivates the competition between life forms for 
scarce resources” (p. 46) (which, one would think, would be central to 
an evolutionary account) by imagining humans as reactive rather than 
as imaginatively and aggressively self-interested. Similarly, he rejects 
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Stephen Jay Gould’s view that human evolution is driven exclusively 
by exogenous forces, such as climate change and diseases. Such views 
omit the creative, active nature of human intelligence, where develop- 
ing novel solutions to old problems as well as newly encountered 
problems is critical.4 And they omit the centrality of self-interest in 
human affairs. Duchesne is quite clear that self-interest is critical and 
that there is variation in self-interestedness. Variation in self- 
interestedness is important for Duchesne because he sees Western 
uniqueness as arising from self-aggrandizing “Big Men” who actively 
and with great psychological intensity sought and attained wealth 
and power. 

Much of Duchesne’s book deals with the beast of multiculturalism 
that now pervades academic discussion of Western accomplishments 
and uniqueness. Globalism is all the rage, and a corollary is that any 
developments in the West must ultimately be the result of complex 
interplay with other parts of the world. History is about interconnec- 
tions among all the peoples of the world rather than anything unique 
about the West. All peoples have the same potentialities and they re- 
act passively to their surroundings, not actively, thereby automatically 
precluding any Western exceptionalism apart from the luck of cir- 
cumstance. There is no such thing as intra-civilizational change and 
progress. For example, he cites a historian who describes the Renais- 
sance as a “global process occasioned by Europe’s connections to the 
New World and the more ‘advanced’ culture of the Near East” (p. 58). 

Duchesne is deliciously contemptuous of these historians, “happily 
ensconced” as they are “within a world of like-minded academics, 
backed by multiple grants and prestigious titles” (pp. 53-54). Much of 
this “scholarship” is rather blatantly anti-White. He quotes a world 
history account of Whites in North America as bringing “demograph- 
ic collapse, ecological imbalance, dependence on trade goods from 
abroad, heightened intertribal tensions, psychological despair, alco- 
holism, and deculturation” (p. 55). Duchesne is incredulous when a 
historian writes about how interconnected Africa was with the rest of 
the world: “Yes, the same Black Africa that Marlow in Conrad’s Heart 
of Darkness called ‘the blankest of blank spaces’ on a map.” But accord- 
ing to the multicultural Zeitgeist, the story of Africa is an “idyllic pre- 
colonial existence” followed by enslavement and racism emanating 
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from the West (p. 57). He notes that what really bothers a historian 
commenting on the Greeks is that “the Greeks may have been excep- 
tional despite their failings” (p. 63). 

Duchesne reviews several books purporting to show the superiori- 
ty of Chinese civilization. This is a technical discussion. Some of the 
high points are as follows: 


e “Colonial trade profits were neither sufficient nor necessary 
for the industrialization of Western Europe/ England” (p. 86). 

e Whatever benefits England obtained from its colonies must 
be seen as a result of having “earned her riches through her own 
virtues and talents as a nation that deliberately set out to achieve 
imperial greatness. It was Britain’s development of the best navy 
in the world, civil institutions, administrative and financial re- 
forms that made it possible for her...to seize upon and appropri- 
ate raw materials and slaves in faraway lands” (p. 88; emphasis 
in text). This is meant to counter the arguments of historians 
blinded by moral considerations to the point of being unable to 
see England as anything but “inertly parasitic” (p. 88) and con- 
tributing nothing to its own greatness. 

e Against the claim that the colonies were indispensable for 
the rise of England: “First, the costs of empire (in people, taxes, 
and warfare) may have surpassed the benefits; second, Spain ac- 
quired enormous tracts of land but ended up poor and undevel- 
oped, and third, countries like Switzerland, Germany and Japan, 
ended up extremely wealthy even though they lacked colonial 
annexations” p. 91). 

e “The question is not whether we approve or not of British 
imperialism. The question is why was the West so dynamic and 
original in empire-making, warfare, political theory, philosophy, 
architecture, and poetry? Why was it that the same England that 
created the greatest maritime empire in history cultivated reli- 
gious toleration, freedom of expression, and representative gov- 
ernment?” (p. 93). 

e “While I disagree with the claim that colonial profits and re- 
sources were decisive in Europe's divergence, I agree ... that the 
transatlantic trade, the transshipment of gold and silver from the 
Americas, the African slave trade, and the re-export of colonial 
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staples were actual components of European’s willful rise to 
economic dominance in the world” p. 114). 

e “China’s post-1400 expansion was mainly extensive, in the 
sense that both total economic output and population were in- 
creasing at about the same rate with no increases in output per 
capita. ... Conversely, ... England did in fact experience a long 
process of incremental but steady increases in (agricultural) 
productivity [i-e., output per capita] from 1500 onwards” (p. 95). 

e Duchesne deals with much the same literature I used in my 
work on monogamy,° the main point of which is that because of 
monogamy, Western Europe had a low pressure demographic 
profile that allowed the accumulation of capital because there 
was a substantial lag between economic good times and increas- 
es in fertility, whereas in a polygynous society like China, eco- 
nomic hard times simply lowered the price of females and there- 
fore increasing female infanticide. 


Duchesne reviews Lee and Feng’s One Quarter of Humanity: Mal- 
thusian Mythology and Chinese Realities, which purports to show 
that China was in fact a low fertility, low demographic pressure 
society. Duchesne makes several telling points against Lee and 
Feng but does not raise the issue of Chinese polygyny as a factor. 
Lee and Feng make the following argument: “Whereas Malthus 
regarded marriage in China as universal and early, we show that 
although this pattern held for females, marriage was neither ear- 
ly nor universal for males.” © 


But this is exactly the pattern expected in a polygynous culture: 
All females mate, but only males able to control sufficient re- 
sources are able to mate. Lee and Feng call attention to female in- 
fanticide as an important mortality check in China, lowering the 
total number of females available for marriage. But even so, a sex 
ratio biased in favor of males would exacerbate sexual competi- 
tion among males, and, as Duchesne points out, infanticide is 
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merely another form of the positive check of mortality: There is 
no logical difference between starvation and infanticide where 
parents kill daughters because the cost of rearing them would 
not be covered by what they would bring on the marriage mar- 
ket. Duchesne notes that there is a moral difference between in- 
fanticide typical of China and the rational control of fertility typ- 
ical of the West based on, in Malthus’s terms, “a genuine and 
constant attachment” between the sexes and concern for the wel- 
fare of children. 


Finally, Duchesne also notes that the total fertility rate was high- 
er in China than in the West because of the presence of so many 
unmarried females in the latter. This phenomenon results from 
monogamy, since marriage is difficult in hard economic times 
for the less well off, whereas in a polygynous society during 
hard times wives become cheaper, enabling wealthy men to have 
more wives and ensuring that all women will have the oppor- 
tunity to mate.” And he convincingly reviews data showing that 
in fact there were mass migrations caused by population pres- 
sure and famines in several regions in 19t'-century China. 


Chapter 3, “Whence the Industrial Divergence,” provides a detailed 
review of Ken Pomeranz’s The Great Divergence: China, Europe, and the 
Making of the Modern World Economy whose thesis can be summed up 
as “Lucky Europe, Normal China.” Duchesne notes that Han China 
colonized large areas during the 18'* century roughly equal in size to 
“inner China” and that Han China had been expanding its territory 
since the 15 century. Thus Europe was not a uniquely colonial pow- 
er. The Han expansion was accomplished with military conquest, the 
confiscation of land, the suppression of tribal cultures, and brutal 
massacres against rebellious natives. Secondly, against Pomeranz’s 
argument on how advanced Chinese technology was on the basis of 
its agricultural output, Duchesne notes that rice has inherent ad- 
vantages to wheat, since it is can produce two crops per year without 
crop rotation or a fallow period. Far from being lucky, Europe began 
at a large natural disadvantage to China. 


7 MacDonald, “The Establishment and Maintenance of Social Imposed Monoga- 
my in Western Europe,” Ibid. 
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Chapter 4, “The Continuous Creativity of Europe” contests stand- 
ard academic works purporting to show that European culture was 
not creative or original, but borrowed mostly from elsewhere, particu- 
larly the East. Duchesne does not deny the contributions of the East, 
but emphasizes that the Europeans were eager learners who elaborat- 
ed inventions imported from elsewhere, whereas both China and Is- 
lam stagnated after the 13' century. Unique to Europe was the contri- 
bution of the Greeks who “invented scientific reasoning by offering 
explanations of natural events that were entirely general; Greeks were 
also unique in “thinking of the universe as a single entity or “cosmos’ 
with an underlying mathematical reality comprehensible through de- 
duction and proof.” While the East stagnated, beginning in the 12' 
century the West entered into a period of sustained and cumulative 
invention. 

Chapter 4 discusses the contribution of Puritanism to the rise of a 
scientific, material culture —“the ‘extraordinary link’ between the sci- 
entific spirit of utilitarian improvement and the Puritans’ millenarian 
vision of spiritual redemption through hard work and worldly re- 
form” (citing Margaret Jacob’s Scientific Culture and the Making of the 
Industrial West [1996]). The point is that religious zeal resulted in an 
internal source of motivation that is entirely missed in Marxist ac- 
counts. Although other English religious traditions also had similar 
ideas, for the Puritans especially, scientific knowledge became en- 
dowed with “millenarian importance” (pp. 202-203). 

Duchesne also reviews work by scholars who propose that Europe- 
an inventiveness beginning in the 16" century resulted from competi- 
tion between different states (resulting ultimately from Europe’s geo- 
graphic fragmentation), whereas in China the early unification result- 
ed in a lack of interest in new methods of warfare. However, believing 
as he does that “a higher degree of aggression was one of the defining 
characteristics of Europeans since barbarian times” (p. 209), Duchesne 
argues that “Europe was already exceptionally innovative and antag- 
onistic during the medieval and the ancient eras” (p. 217), and he 
notes that European elites were even more militaristic before 1500 
than after. 

Indeed, Duchesne notes Victor David Hanson’s thesis that Greek 
warfare between 800-500 BC had all of the features of a uniquely 
Western-style warfare, including “reliance on independent farmers 
capable of self-arming themselves, ... and ... the existence of a culture 
of warfare based on citizens with a “sense of personal freedom,’ “egali- 
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tarian camaraderie,’ and ‘individual initiative’” (p. 219). Although 
Duchesne agrees with a critic of Hanson that the reliance on citizen- 
soldiers was not always characteristic of the West throughout its his- 
tory, one can easily see that these characteristic were far more com- 
mon and typical of the West than elsewhere. Obviously, they fit well 
with the idea that individualism is a fundamental Western predisposi- 
tion. Another historian reviewed by Duchesne, Geoffrey Parker, notes 
that extended kinship relations were not characteristic of Western mil- 
itary formations (p. 219). This also fits well with the individualism 
thesis. 

Beginning in Chapter 5 Duchesne argues that the West diverged 
from the rest in all areas of life, not simply economic production. Alt- 
hough other cultures have managed to have sustained economic 
growth, none could reasonably be seen as likely to have developed 
liberal democratic institutions. 


The rise of this culture cannot be abstracted from the special de- 
velopmental history of the Greek and Roman assemblies of citi- 
zens; the parliaments, municipal communes, universities, and 
estates of the medieval era; the reading societies, salons, journals 
and newspapers of the Enlightenment; the political parties, trade 
unions, and nationalist groups of the 19 century. ... At the heart 
of Western modernity ... is the ideal of freedom, and the ideal of 
a critical, self-reflexive public culture. (pp. 237-238) 


This is important because the great majority of those who would 
dismiss Western accomplishments focus only on economic develop- 
ment (typically analyzed, as noted above, as the result of predatory 
colonial exploitation or simply luck), not on cultural differences that 
long preceded differences in economic development. 

Duchesne argues that Western science is a unique accomplishment. 
Although the Chinese made many practical discoveries, they never 
developed the idea of a rational, orderly universe guided by universal 
laws comprehensible to humans. Nor did they ever develop a “deduc- 
tive method of rigorous demonstration according to which a conclu- 
sion, a theorem, was proven by reasoning from a series of self-evident 
axioms” (p. 250). (The same is said to be true of Indian geometry.) 
Whereas there was a strong tendency within China for intellectuals to 
uphold ancient wisdom (emanating from Confucius), the Greeks 
“challenged existing explanations by trying to deliver new and better 
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explanations and by seeking incontrovertible truths [i.e., objectively 
true—true for all observers] based on the strictest modes of demon- 
stration” (p. 251). Thus while the Chinese essentially gravitated to col- 
lectivist reaffirmation of social wisdom, the Western tradition was one 
of individuals questioning received wisdom and the weight of tradi- 
tion. 

Duchesne seeks the sources of Western uniqueness in its prehisto- 
ry. Following Peter Bogucki,’ Duchesne argues that hunter-gatherer 
bands enforced sharing norms and egalitarianism until the end of the 
Ice Age, around 12,000 BP. The more productive economies that de- 
veloped at this time enabled “individual aggrandizers” to succeed in 
obtaining hugely more wealth than others. Duchesne’s argues that 
“the Indo-European speakers who began to migrate into Europe 
roughly after 3500 BC, coalescing with and subordinating the ‘ranked’ 
Neolithic cultures of this region, were a uniquely aristocratic people 
dominated by emerging chieftains for whom fighting to gain prestige 
was the all-pervading ethos. This culture [is] interpreted as ‘the West- 
ern state of nature’ and as the primordial source of Western restless- 
ness” (p. 51). 

Duchesne argues that the roots of the West lie in “aristocratic egali- 
tarianism” — the aristocratic warlike culture of Indo-European speak- 
ers who spread throughout Europe during the 4" and 3"4 millennium” 
(p. 344). They originated not in the North but in the Pontic steppe re- 
gion of south Russia and the Ukraine. In the Near East, Iran and India, 
this conquering group was absorbed by the local population. In Eu- 
rope, they displaced the native languages but not the natives: Origi- 
nally, at least, as in the other areas they conquered, they were an alien 
elite ruling over the older Europeans. 

According to Duchesne, the novelty of Indo-European culture was 
that it was not based on a single king but on an aristocratic elite that 
was egalitarian within the group. Duchesne rejects a purely linguistic 
conceptualization of the Indo-Europeans: They were an ethnic entity, 
a race of horse-riding conquerors superimposed on an older European 
culture that was less aggressive, less hierarchical and less individual- 
istic. These Indo-Europeans prized heroic warriors striving for indi- 
vidual fame and recognition, often with a “berserker” style of warfare 
— ie., frenzied, foolhardy intensity. 
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The men who became leaders were not despots but peers with oth- 
er watriors: aristocratic egalitarianism. Successful warriors individual- 
ized themselves in dress, sporting beads, belts, etc., with a flair for os- 
tentation. This resulted in a “vital, action-oriented, and linear picture 
of the world” (p. 374) —i.e., as moving forward in pursuit of the goal 
of increasing prestige. Leaders commanded by voluntary consent, and 
being a successful leader meant having many clients who pledged 
their loyalty; often the clients were young unmarried men looking to 
make their way in the world. The leader was therefore a “first among 
equals.” 


These “groups of comrades” ... were singularly dedicated to 
predatory behavior and to “wolf-like” living by hunting and 
raiding, and to the performance of superior, even super-human 
deeds. The members were generally young, unmarried men, 
thirsting for adventure. The followers were sworn not to survive 
a war leader who was slain in battle, just as the leader was ex- 
pected to show in all circumstances a personal example of cour- 
age and war-skills. (p. 376) 


This last point—that the leader and followers are committed to a 
fight to the death— is said to distinguish Indo-European culture from 
other so-called “Big Man” cultures: “Only in reference to Indo- 
European aristocratic berserkers ... can we speak in Hegelian terms of 
a fight to the death for the sake of pure prestige” (p. 387). Again, 
Duchesne sees this drive for prestige for its own sake as uniquely In- 
do-European: “Competitive feasters [i.e., other Big Man cultures] did 
seek prestige but they did it in a way still heavily conditioned by their 
economic and evolutionary interests” (p. 388). 

When these marauding bands descended down to the Near East 
and India, there was significant interbreeding with the native popula- 
tions. Because the cultures in these areas were already quite advanced, 
they ended up having more influence on the Indo-Europeans than the 
reverse. Thus the Hittites fused with the native Hattic population; in 
India the Indo-Europeans fused with the pre-existing Harappan cul- 
ture, and similarly in Iran. In all areas they gave up the pastoral life- 
style for agriculture and developed despotic rule centered around a 
king who was “the only character with any individuality and heroic 
achievement” (p. 379). All subjects and foreigners were required to 
prostrate themselves—common in virtually all the “state-centered hy- 
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draulic civilizations” (i.e., civilizations centered on irrigation agricul- 
ture—China, India, Mesopotamia, Egypt, Incans, Aztecs) and quite 
foreign to the Indo-European cultures of Europe. Interestingly, he de- 
scribes Stalin as the classic despot. Stalin, from Georgia, is said to have 
had a despotic Oriental personality, surrounding himself with “slav- 
ish characters” and continuing to need “choruses of public approval 
to reinforce his ego” (p. 424). I am reminded of the “guru thesis” of 
Jewish intellectual movements discussed in The Culture of Critique — a 
leading figure like Freud surrounded by devoted followers who ea- 
gerly give up their own personalities to be able to bask in the sunlight 
of reflected glory. 

In Europe, however, intermixture did not lead to Oriental despot- 
ism. Duchesne gives considerable prominence to Timothy Earle’s How 
Chiefs Come to Power. Earle’s section on Denmark from 2300-1300BC 
describes an earlier farming culture followed by the “Single Grave 
Culture and the “Bell-Beaker” culture which were more individualis- 
tic—“intense status rivalry played out through military confrontations 
among those striving to dominate” (p. 395). Earle emphasizes the 
“individualizing’ nature of Danish culture and warfare, in particular 
the single graves and their focus on individual male warriors and the 
individualizing use of prestige goods and its association with success 
in warfare” (p. 395). Duchesne claims that this pattern was wide- 
spread in Europe. Beowulf, even though set in the German- 
ic/Scandinavian 6" century AD, depicts an “aristocratic ethos of 
companionship and equality” (p. 398). “The formation of voluntary 
war-bands held together by oaths, camaraderie, and a common self- 
interest was a common characteristic of these chiefdoms. This was a 
time when social status and rank were still openly determined by 
one’s heroic deeds and by the number of followers or clients one 
could afford” (p. 399). 

Duchesne’s take on Greek culture of the Mycenaean period and de- 
scribed by Homer is in line with the aristocratic egalitarian hypothe- 
sis. Aristocrats are warriors who are renowned for heroic deeds and 
seeking personal immortality. Government is not despotic but rather 
there is a lot of discussion and argument about what to do. Kings act- 
ed after consultation with other aristocrats. For Achilles and other 
Greek gods, fate was self-chosen and sometimes personally tragic. 
“There is also a spirit of overweening confidence in man’s capacity to 
strive, in the midst of moments of fear and doubt, against the most 
difficult obstacles” (p. 417). “The gods speak as if they were speaking 


MacDonald, “Going Against the Tide” 61 


to peers, “with chivalrous courtesy,’ offering their advice, telling them 
it is better to follow the gods, if they wish, while the heroes communi- 
cate and react to the gods without losing their freedom and honor” (p. 
418). 

Amazingly, Hippocrates (460 BC-370 BC), the founder of medicine, 
saw Greeks and Persians as fundamentally different from the Greeks 
in ways strikingly congruent with Duchesne’s thesis: “Europeans ... 
were independent, willing to take risks, aggressive and warlike, while 
Asians were peaceful to the point of lacking initiative, ‘not their own 
masters ... but ruled by despots” (p. 484). 

Also interesting is the account of the individualist ethos pervading 
the Scandinavian sagas, based on Aaron Gurevich’s Origins of Europe- 
an Individualism. Heroes were individuals first and foremost — people 
who separated themselves from the others by their feats, as shown by 
these lines from Beowulf: 


As we must all expect to leave 

our life on this earth, we must earn some renown, 
If we can before death; daring is the thing 

for a fighting man to be remembered by. ... 

A man must act so 

when he means in a fight to frame himself 

a long lasting glory; it is not life he thinks of. 


After the period of conquest by berserker aristocratic military units, 
the warrior ethic was lost but individualistic competition and the de- 
sire to be publicly acclaimed continued. Thus in classical Greece (i.e., 
after the Homeric period), 


the ultimate basis of Greed civic and cultural life was the aristo- 
cratic ethos of individualism and competitive conflict which 
pervaded [Indo-European] culture. Ionian literature was far 
from the world of berserkers but it was nonetheless just as inten- 
sively competitive. New works of drama, philosophy, and music 
were expounded in the first-person form as an adversarial or 
athletic contest in the pursuit of truth. ... There were no Posses- 
sors of the Way in aristocratic Greece; no Chinese Sages deco- 
rously deferential to their superior and expecting appropriate 
deference from their inferiors. The search for the truth was a 
free-for-all with each philosopher competing for intellectual 
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prestige in a polemical tone that sought to discredit the theories 
of others while promoting one’s own. (p. 452) 


This underlines the individualistic nature of scientific endeavor. 
Scientific movements are highly permeable groups whose members 
are prone to defection if they find a better theory or if new data are 
uncovered. This is a theme of Chapter 6 of The Culture of Critique: In 
contrast to the Western individualist tradition of science, the Jewish 
intellectual movements reviewed in The Culture of Critique were com- 
posed of slavish followers centered around charismatic leaders who 
expounded dogmas that were not open to empirical disconfirmation. 
Individuals convinced by their own judgments to adopt different the- 
ories or reject fundamental dogmas (like the Freudian Oedipal Com- 
plex or Boasian views on cultural relativism) were simply expelled; 
dissent was not tolerated. The movements far more resembled despot- 
ic politburos rather than individualist truth seeking. 

As the Western world of antiquity decayed, the West was infused 
with new lifeblood from the Germans. 


It was the vigor, boldness, and the acquisitiveness of Germanic 
war-bands that kept the West alive. These lads were uncouth 
and unlettered, much given to quarrelsome rages, but they in- 
jected energy, daring, and indeed an uncomplicated and sincere 
love of freedom, a keen sense of honor and a restless passion for 
battle, adventure, and life. (p. 465). 


Even during the putative nadir of Western freedom and democra- 
cy, the medieval period, “the aristocratic principle of sovereignty by 
consent was the hallmark of feudal government. The king was not 
above the aristocracy; he was first among equals” (p. 483; emphasis in 
original). (In terms of the Discussion section below, the Middle Ages 
represented the triumph of the aristocratic-egalitarian model of the 
West, followed by a resurgence of primeval Western egalitarian- 
individualism.) Nevertheless, Duchesne does not ascribe the devel- 
opment of modern representative government to aristocratic liberal- 
ism as the “’essential’” force (p. 483). He argues that the Church 
played a role because it insisted on its independence. Medieval society 
was a “society of estates” — “kingdoms, baronies, bishoprics, urban 
communes, guilds, universities, each with important duties and privi- 
leges” (p. 484). 
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We have seen that Duchesne rejects an evolutionary/genetic ac- 
count of the desire for fame and recognition. Given that, his last chap- 
ter is inevitably disappointing to an evolutionist because it attempts to 
provide a purely psychological/cultural account of “the emergence of 
the self” — that is, an account that is divorced from genetics and 
adaptive function. This perspective results in passages like “The exalt- 
ed state of berserker inspiration associated with the fight for pure 
prestige, together with the entire [Indo-European] aristocratic way of 
life, had a profound effect on the constitution of the human personali- 
ty, awakening within it a sense of human “‘inwardness’ and thereby 
leading to the discovery of the mind” (p. 431). It seems obviously 
wrong to suppose that Western uniqueness has something to do with 
using personal pronouns and having a sense of psychological coher- 
ence (p. 436). In any case, as noted above, there is no reason why this 
desire for prestige for its own sake need be divorced from strong evo- 
lutionary roots. 

Duchesne concludes that “it is my contention that the aristocratic 
culture of Indo-Europeans was dominated by men whose souls were 
‘too high-spirited, too intrepid, too indifferent about fortune’” (p. 486; 
emphasis in text; the inner quote is from philosopher David Hume). 


The expansionist aggression of the West is an inescapable ex- 
pression of its roots in aristocratic men who are free and there- 
fore headstrong and ambitious, sure of themselves, easily of- 
fended, and unwilling to accept quiet subservience. The “civiliz- 
ing process” of this era [950-1350] brought under restraint the 
original ferocity of the barbarians. But the goal of the Church 
was to spiritualize the baser instincts of this class, not to extir- 
pate and emasculate them. The highly strung and obstinate aris- 
tocrat has been a fundamental source of destruction in Western 
history as well as the source of all that is good and inspiring. (p. 
481) 


Modern liberalism has resulted in this restless and fearless spirit to 
be just one of several human drives, like survival and comfort. It no 
longer dominates the West, its spirit “suppressed by the ethical de- 
mands of modern democratic liberalism, rechanneled into economic 
inventiveness, or confounded with bodily appetites. Since the rest- 
lessness of the West could not be attributed to biological drives equal- 
ly present in all human beings, the tendency was to attribute it to the 
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purely rational part of the soul. ... [hope to have persuaded some that 
the roots of the West are to be found in a profoundly different aristo- 
cratic character that first came into the light of history in the Pontic 
steppes” (p. 488). 


DISCUSSION 

Should we be persuaded? Duchesne’s view of the West fits well 
with the classic race science view of conquering Indo-Europeans be- 
coming an elite and then degenerating as they become genetically as- 
similated to surrounding societies.’ Indeed, he convincingly argues, as 
have others,!° that this was the case for the Hittites in the Near East as 
well as in Persia and India. 

However, this did not occur in Europe. If, as Duchesne argues, the 
Indo-Europeans surged into Western and Northern Europe from the 
Pontic steppes in the middle of the 4" millennium BC, there was plen- 
ty of time for these cultures to degenerate just as had the IE cultures in 
other areas. I suggest that the reason that the West retained its charac- 
teristic individualism for so long is that the primeval populations of 
Europe had already evolved in the direction of individualism. Genet- 
ically there is very little, if anything, to distinguish them. 

From the perspective briefly described in the following (what 
might be termed a précis of a book that is in preparation), the invasion 
of an Indo-European-speaking elite warrior class is a variant on a pre- 
viously existing culture of northern hunter-gatherers resulting in two 
quite different cultural stands in Europe: An individualist-egalitarian 
culture and an aristocratic-egalitarian culture. 

The population genetic evidence indicates that the genetic core of 
European populations dates from Paleolithic times—well prior to any 
putative Indo-European invasion. For example, a 2000 study using Y- 
chromosome data found that nearly 80% of European Y Chromo- 
somes are Paleolithic in origin." The study notes that (maternally 
transmitted) mitochondrial DNA presents a similar picture, with most 
lineages deriving from >25,000 years ago. For both Y chromosomes 
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and mitochondrial DNA, the origins are at least 25,000 years ago, long 
before the proposed Indo-European invasion. The balance of the Y 
chromosomes dating from the Neolithic are thought to be from farm- 
ers originating in the Middle East. 

The point is that the genetic roots of European culture are far more 
likely to be found in the hunter-gatherer groups that spread over Eu- 
rope after the last glacial maximum (~15,000 years ago) than anything 
unique to elite Indo-European conquerors. Indeed, the Indo-European 
conquerors share some basic traits with the rest of Europeans. Duch- 
esne notes that Germanic warrior groups coalesced around successful 
leaders; they were not strongly based on kinship. Individualism im- 
plies what one might term a rational market economy in human rela- 
tionships: People are evaluated on their talents and abilities rather 
than on kinship distance. 

This is the main marker of individualism—lack of deep enmesh- 
ment in kinship groups and extended families. There is a great deal of 
evidence that individualistic family patterns characterize the West. 
These tendencies are most apparent in the Northwest of Europe rather 
than the Pontic steppe region as would be expected if influences from 
the latter region were decisive (see below). Both cultural tendencies 
are thus individualistic but in somewhat different ways. 

The main intuition for this proposal is that certain features of im- 
portant European cultural forms do not mesh well with the aristocrat- 
ic egalitarian model. 

1. The tendency toward monogamy. Monogamy makes a great deal 
of sense as a response to harsh ecological conditions confronted by 
northern hunter-gatherers but makes little sense from that standpoint 
of a warrior elite. Northern hunter-gatherers need to concentrate their 
investment in one female under adverse ecological conditions.!? Eu- 
ropean groups are part of the North Eurasian and Circumpolar cul- 
ture area.!> This culture area derives from hunter-gatherers adapted to 
cold, ecologically adverse climates. 

On the other hand, for wealthy, powerful males, the ideal repro- 
ductive strategy is to have numerous wives and concubines and dis- 
tinguish among them regarding inheritance rights —for example, con- 


12 This is the basic ecological argument for monogamy. See MacDonald, “The Es- 
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centrating most wealth in one or a few offspring, typically the chil- 
dren of the daughter of another wealthy man able to provide a hand- 
some dowry. This is the pattern throughout the entire non-European 
world where there is a clear tendency for males in societies above the 
hunter-gatherer level to engage in resource polygyny.' Moreover, the 
historical record shows that when Indo-European warrior elites con- 
quered India and Persia, they were polygynous. From an evolutionary 
perspective, it is quite natural and understandable that an elite class of 
warriors would adopt local patterns of resource polygyny, with little 
or no opposition. 

In Europe, the tendency toward monogamy was far more genetical- 
ly and culturally fixed as the result of a prolonged period living under 
harsh ecological conditions. As a result, although some elite males did 
indeed engage in low levels of polygyny as late as the early Middle 
Ages, powerful forces were arrayed against this practice, so that in 
general, “there has been a remarkable continuity within a varied set of 
institutions that have uniformly penalized polygyny and channeled 
non-monogamous sexuality into non-reproductive outlets (or sup- 
pressed it altogether).”!5 Importantly, these strictures against polygy- 
ny were popular among non-elite males— what amounts to a high de- 
gree of sexual egalitarianism despite enormous differences in wealth 
and power. Like the social practices in hunter-gatherer groups gener- 
ally, lower-status males were keen to curb any reproductive ad- 
vantage held by the aristocratic elites; and, as is typical of hunter- 
gatherer societies, they succeeded.'¢ 

Thus an important thrust of Western culture has been to regulate 
the behavior of elites in order to create a relatively more egalitarian 
social structure —in other words, to recreate the conditions of hunter- 
gatherer culture. 

The genetic hypothesis for monogamy receives support from Peter 
Frost's finding that there are around 19 genetic mutations related to 
physical appearance in European populations, notably blond hair and 


4 Ibid.; see also Kevin MacDonald, “Production, social controls and ideology: 
Toward a sociobiology of the phenotype,” Journal of Social and Biological Structures, 6, 
297-317, 1983. 
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blue eyes.” There is far more diversity in hair color in European pop- 
ulations than any other population. Theoretically, this means that Eu- 
ropeans have been under sexual selection for these traits. That is, these 
traits have no functional significance (another example is the pea- 
cock’s tail), but are seen as sexually attractive and therefore spread in 
the population. 

Frost associates sexual selection among Europeans with monogamy 
as a marriage system, selected for in the northern areas where Whites 
evolved because of the need for fathers to provision children. Rather 
than marry on the basis of known kinship relations and family dic- 
tates, marriage is based on individual choice. And one criterion of im- 
portance (among others) is physical beauty. 

Such selection pressures would also lead Europeans to value love 
as the basis of marriage-analyzed as a trait that makes close relation- 
ships between spouses mutually rewarding. 

These findings are compatible with Frank Salter’s hypothesis that 
recessive genes, such as those for blond hair and blue eyes, are part of 
an individualist mating pattern because males who invest in their 
children have more confidence in paternity if they child looks like 
them.!8 Such features make the woman a “blank slate” because it 
would be easier to discover the offspring of unfaithful females. Males 
who invest in their children must be vitally concerned about paterni- 
ty, and individualist societies tend to lack the strong cultural controls 
common in collectivist societies in which women of reproductive age 
are sequestered or constantly supervised. 

Marriage for Europeans was thus far more based on individual 
choice than on cementing kinship relationships by, for example, mar- 
rying first cousins whatever their traits (which is the pattern in much 
of the rest of the world). Again, as a result of individualism, Western 
relationships, including marriage, are more market oriented (predis- 
posing to capitalism as an economic system): those with attractive 
traits, including physical beauty (especially the case with women), do 
well on the marriage market. Besides physical traits, psychological at- 
traction (especially love)—another aspect of individual choice—has 
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been valued far more in Western culture than the other cultures of the 
world. This fits well with John Murray Cuddihy’s comment on a long 
line of Jewish intellectuals who viewed love as the product of an alien 
culture, as indeed it was.!9 (For example, he quotes one of Freud’s dis- 
ciples, Theodor Reik: “Love or romance had no place in the 
Judengasse [Jewish quarter].” 

2. Nuclear (simple family) structure. A result of individualist mar- 
riage patterns is a tendency toward the nuclear family (the simple 
household) rather than extended family of collateral kin. The nuclear 
family, freed from extended kinship obligations, is the basis of West- 
ern social organization. It is unique relative to other culture areas. This 
pattern is particularly noticeable in the Northwest of Europe rather 
than the Pontic steppe region.2? As one goes from the Northwest of 
Europe to the Southeast, there is an increase in joint family structure, 
with brothers living together with parents, grandparents and children. 
Family historian John Hajnal discovered the “Hajnal line” that sepa- 
rates Western Europe from Eastern Europe, the former characterized 
by nuclear family structure, relatively late marriage and large num- 
bers of unmarried in economically difficult times, the latter by joint 
family structure and relatively early and universal marriage.”! 

Similarly, French historian Emmanuel Ladurie notes the major dif- 
ferences in family structure within France corresponding to the divi- 
sion between the Germanic peoples who lived northeast of “the eter- 
nal line,” which connects Saint Malo on the English Channel with Ge- 
neva in French-speaking Switzerland —the former more prone to nu- 
clear family.” This area, which should also be extended to Northern 
Italy, settled by the Lombards, originally a Scandinavian people, in 
the 6 century. (The Hajnal line excludes southern Italy, southern 
Spain, and Ireland from the Western European family paradigm.) This 
area is also the region where Charles Murray’s concentrations of hu- 
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man accomplishment (reviewed by Duchesne) are to be found.*? The 
Southeast of Europe is thus an unlikely source for a complete under- 
standing the uniqueness of Western civilization. 

3. Another European cultural tendency, apparent especially in the 
North of Europe, is an extreme egalitarianism that is far more compat- 
ible with the hunter-gatherer model than the warrior elite model. The 
“Jante Law” of Scandinavia is paradigmatic: Basically, no one can rise 
above the others in the group—the very antithesis of the sort of cul- 
ture invented by an aristocratic elite. Such social practices are com- 
mon in hunter-gatherer groups around the world.** The 10 com- 
mandments of Jante Law so apparent in Scandinavian society repre- 
sents the archetype of the individualist-egalitarian cultural strand of 
Western social organization: 1. Don't think you are anything; 2. Don't 
think you are as good as us. 3. Don't think you are smarter than us. 4. 
Don't fancy yourself better than us. 5. Don't think you know more 
than us. 6. Don't think you are greater than us. 7. Don't think you are 
good for anything. 8. Don't laugh at us. 9. Don't think that anyone 
cares about you. 10. Don't think you can teach us anything.*° Again, 
these tendencies are the antithesis of an aristocratic culture. 

Reflecting this pattern, Scandinavian society in general has a histo- 
ry of relatively small income and social class differences, including the 
absence of serfdom during the Middle Ages — a pattern that reflects a 
hunter-gatherer model far more than an aristocratic model. A recent 
anthropological study of hunter-gatherers found that the economic 
inequality approximated that of modern Denmark.*° 

Nevertheless, despite these indications that an egalitarian, hunter- 
gatherer ethic of individualism is a powerful strand of European soci- 
ety, there is no question that aristocratic elites have indeed dominated 
Western societies for fairly long stretches of historical time. These 
elites may well have originated in the Pontic steppe region as Duch- 
esne and others suppose, and they may indeed have had fair physical 
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features, as John Day has cogently argued (although sexual selection 
for fair physical traits also appear to be part of the northern hunter- 
gatherer culture as well). 

Good examples that fit Duchesne’s aristocratic-egalitarian model 
are the Virginia colonists described by David Hackett Fischer in his 
classic Albion's Seed: Four British Folkways in America.” Virginia colo- 
nists were distressed Cavaliers, younger sons of the British aristocracy 
or refugees from the English Civil War. Their values were elitist, hier- 
archical and hostile to social change. This group originated as a result 
of German West Saxons immigrating to Southwestern England where 
they became an endogamous, intermarried elite—thereby exhibiting 
less of a tendency toward exogamy apparent in the egalitarian- 
individualist model. This group had large estates with lower-middle 
class servi and villani — essentially slaves,?® dating from the 9th centu- 
ry in England. They reproduced this aristocratic culture in America: It 
was characterized by “deep and pervasive inequalities, by a staple ag- 
riculture and rural settlement patterns, by powerful oligarchies of 
large landowners with Royalist politics and an Anglican faith.”*? Like 
Duchesne’s model of aristocratic egalitarianism, relationships were 
relatively egalitarian within the group but the society as a whole was 
highly hierarchical. 

Nevertheless, the point here is that there have also been strong 
countervailing trends against the culture of aristocratic-egalitarian in- 
dividualism, apparent not only in the social imposition of monogamy 
on aristocratic elites and the pervasive ethic of egalitarianism that is 
typical of Northern Europe mentioned above. There have also been 
struggles between the lower orders of Western society ultimately 
culminating in the overthrow of aristocratic social and political forms 
in favor of relatively democratic, republican, and egalitarian social 
forms more conducive to the primeval hunter-gatherer model of social 
organization. 

I suggest that the Puritans exemplify the egalitarian-individualist 
trend of Western society. (Recall that Duchesne regards the Puritans 
as exponents of the “scientific-materialist” culture of Western mod- 
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ernization—a testament to their intelligence [the Puritans founded 
Harvard within a few years of landing in Massachusetts] as well as 
their commitment to science as an individualist quest for understand- 
ing and practical knowledge.) Puritan culture does not at all fit the 
warrior elite model. Kevin Phillips, who based his work on Fischer, 
traces the egalitarian, anti-hierarchical spirit of Yankee republicanism 
back to the fact that East Anglia was settled by Angles and Jutes (both 
from the Jutland peninsula) in pre-historic times. They produced “a 
civic culture of high literacy, town meetings, and a tradition of free- 
dom,” distinguished from other British groups by their “comparative- 
ly large ratios of freemen and small numbers of servi and villani.”°° 
East Anglia continued to produce “insurrections against arbitrary 
power” —the risings and rebellions of 1381 led by Jack Straw, Wat Ty- 
ler, and John Ball, Clarence’s Rising in 1477, Robert Kett’s rebellion of 
1548, which predated the rise of Puritanism. President John Adams, 
cherished the East Anglian heritage of “self-determination, free male 
suffrage, and a consensual social contract.”°! 

This is not at all a culture of aristocratic individualism but, quite 
clearly, a culture of egalitarian individualism. Note particularly the 
relative absence of strong social class differences in traditional East 
Anglian society and the relative absence of villani and servi. 1 suggest 
that the struggle between egalitarian individualism and aristocratic 
individualism has been central to the dynamics of Western history in 
recent centuries. The uprisings of the East Anglians are only part of a 
larger pattern: the English civil war mainly pitted the Puritans against 
the aristocracy, resulting in the triumph of Cromwell and the behead- 
ing of King Charles I; the American Civil War pitted the Yankee- 
dominated North against the Cavalier-dominated South. 

It is noteworthy that the French Revolution had pronounced egali- 
tarian, anti-aristocratic trends, often couched in the language of moral 
ingroups and outgroups in opposition to the aristocracy. For example, 
the moral condemnation of social hierarchy by the Jacobin radicals 
during the French Revolution is a major theme of Lothrop Stoddard’s 
The French Revolution in San Domingo.** Thus Stoddard notes the ha- 
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tred toward the White slave-owning colonists. During the height of 
the Reign of Terror, colonists sent home to France were greeted, in the 
words of one such unfortunate, with “a furious hatred .... A hatred so 
intense that our most terrible misfortunes did not excite the slightest 
commiseration.” At the same time, mulatto and Black delegates from 
San Domingo were greeted with delirious applause. 

Such sentiments recall the moral fervor of the Puritan-descended 
Yankee abolitionists in the period prior to the American Civil War. 
For example, for Orestes Brownson (1803-1876), a prominent publicist 
and activist, the Civil War was a moral crusade waged not only to 
preserve the union, but to emancipate the slaves. He argued for “for 
the unity of races and the inherent dignity of each person, and he 
lambasted Southerners for trying to enlarge their political base” by 
adding to the number of slave states.*3 Writing in 1840, Brownson 
claimed that we should “realize in our social arrangements and in the 
actual conditions of all men that equality of man and man” that God 
had established but which had been destroyed by capitalism.*4 Ac- 
cording to Brownson, Christians had to 


bring down the high, and bring up the low; to break the fetters 
of the bound and set the captive free; to destroy all oppression, 
establish the reign of justice, which is the reign of equality, be- 
tween man and man; to introduce new heavens and a new earth, 
wherein dwelleth righteousness, wherein all shall be as brothers, 
loving one another, and no one possessing what another lack- 
eth. 


It’s interesting that whereas the aristocratic-egalitarian military 
groups emphasized by Duchesne produced cohesion and loyalty as a 
result of fealty to a successful leader (rather than on the basis of kin- 
ship), the East Anglian model for cohesion was the creation of moral 
and ideological bases of group cohesion (rather than on the basis of 
kinship). These two models are thus variants on the individualist 
theme. The Puritans famously imposed penalties on people who de- 
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parted from the moral/ideological strictures of the society. They were 
also willing to incur great costs to impose their moral/ideological ver- 
sion of truth. Puritan “ordered liberty” was the freedom to act within 
the confines of the moral order. This might be called the paradox of 
individualism: In order to form cohesive groups, individualists have 
at times erected strong social controls on individual behavior that re- 
sult in group cohesion. 

The logic connecting these tendencies to the individualist hunter- 
gather model is obvious: Like all humans in a dangerous and difficult 
world, hunter-gatherers need to develop cohesive, cooperative in- 
groups. But rather than base them on known kinship relations, the 
prototypical egalitarian-individualist groups of the West are based on 
reputation and trust. LEgalitarian-individualists create moral- 
ideological communities in which those who violate public trust and 
other manifestations of the moral order are shunned, ostracized, and 
exposed to public humiliation—a fate that would have resulted in 
evolutionary death during the harsh ecological period of the Ice 
Age—the same fate as the derelict father who refused to provision his 
children. 

A possible evolutionary legacy of this phenomenon is a greater 
tendency to engage in what social scientists term “altruistic punish- 
ment,”°6 defined as punishment of people who depart from the moral- 
ideological consensus that costs the punisher. A cooperative culture 
derived from European hunter-gathers would be expected to be char- 
acterized by high levels of altruistic punishment directed at free- 
riders. This is studied in a game among strangers who donate to a 
common pot that is increased by a set multiplier by the experimenter 
and then divided equally. Free riders contribute little but get all the 
benefits. Altruistic punishers incur costs to punish the cheaters. This 
punishment is motivated by moral outrage. Because it is played 
among strangers, the game mimics individualistic societies. 

Whatever the political and economic complexities that led to the 
Civil War, it was the Yankee moral condemnation of slavery that in- 
spired and justified the massive carnage of closely related Anglo 
Americans on behalf of slaves from Africa. Militarily, the war with the 
Confederacy was the greatest sacrifice in lives and property ever 
made by Americans. 


36 E, Fehr & S. Gachter, “Altruistic punishment in humans,” Nature 415, 137-140, 
2002. 


74 The Occidental Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 3, Fall 201 


The Puritans tended to pursue utopian causes framed as moral is- 
sues, not hesitating to endure high costs in order to punish those who 
violated the moral norms of the ingroup. They were prone to utopian 
appeals to a “higher law” and the belief that government’s principal 
purpose is moral. New England was the most fertile ground for “the 
perfectability of man creed,” and the “father of a dozen ‘isms’.”9” It 
goes without saying that all of the great European wars of the 20 cen- 
tury have been rationalized in moral terms—to secure the Enlighten- 
ment ideals of freedom, democracy, and individual rights against the 
state. 

To conclude, my proposal is that the culture of the West as it devel- 
oped in the modern era owes much more to egalitarian individualism 
than to aristocratic individualism. It’s interesting that all of the intel- 
lectual movements discussed in The Culture of Critique® involved mor- 
al indictments of the West and its history of slavery, segregation, co- 
lonialism, anti-Semitism, and exclusion of Jews from the Protestant 
elite. Clearly the most egregious of these moral failings stem from the 
cultural strand of aristocratic egalitarianism, not the egalitarian indi- 
vidualism that eventually won out. Nevertheless, these movements 
have managed to create a moral community that taps into the hunter- 
gatherer ethic of egalitarian individualism. As noted above, Duchesne 
attributes the decline of aristocratic individualism partly to “the ethi- 
cal demands of modern democratic liberalism.” However, the psycho- 
logical power of the ethical demands of modern liberalism themselves 
require explanation. The argument here is that the roots of the crea- 
tion of a moral-ideological ingroup stem from the unique egalitarian- 
individualist strand of the culture of the West. 

The general dismantling of the culture of the West, and eventually 
its demise as anything resembling an ethnic entity, is occurring as a 
result of a moral onslaught triggering a paroxysm of altruistic pun- 
ishment and based ultimately on these evolved tendencies. Thus the 
intense effort among Jewish intellectuals to continue the ideology of 
the moral superiority of the Jewish community and its role as unde- 
serving historical victim while at the same time continuing the on- 
slaught on the moral legitimacy of the West. 

In any case, Duchesne is to be congratulated on a wonderful effort 
to stem to tide against the barbarians at the gate. 
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ETERNAL STRANGERS: ANTI-JEWISH MUSINGS 
THROUGHOUT HISTORY (PART IT OF HI) 


THOMAS DALTON 


“This almost universal negative attitude...needs further 
scrutiny. Its main source must be sought in the basic fact 
that the Jews, in spite of their having been Europeans for so 
many centuries, were still considered, even by themselves, 
to be utter strangers.” 

— I. Barzilay! 


Ancient Greeks and Romans made numerous observations on the 
Jews, beginning as early as 300 BC. Many of these comments were 
merely descriptive, but of the normative statements, the vast majority 
were negative. This was demonstrated in the first part of this essay, 
where I offered a comprehensive account of these critiques.2 This was 
no mere ‘cherry-picking’ of critical comments but rather a reflection of 
the reality of the situation—a reality acknowledged by most scholars 
in the field. Margaret Williams indirectly reinforces this point in her 
discussion of a passage from Strabo, which is “one of the few favora- 
ble treatments of Judaism to survive from Graeco-Roman antiquity.”° 
Anti-Jewish attitudes were widespread and persistent in the ancient 
world. 

An analysis of these comments finds a number of enduring themes 
that form the basis for this generally anti-Jewish stance. In summary, 
these reasons include: fixated on money and material wealth; prone to 
human sacrifice (or “blood libel”); misanthropic; cursed by the gods; 
cowardly and reckless; unwilling to make positive contributions to 
civilization; superstitious; disproportionately powerful; ‘pushy’; mal- 
odorous; marked by genital mutilation (circumcision); lazy (no work 
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on the Sabbath); seditious; vice-ridden; and, generally speaking, a 
plague on humanity. 

To emphasize, these were not mindless expressions of rage or brute 
“anti-Semitism.” These were objective and well-considered observa- 
tions by the brightest men of the age, commenting on a set of real and 
non-trivial social problems. Rome was a tolerant and inclusive society; 
the writers were educated and open-minded individuals, with no evi- 
dent predisposition to be anti-Jewish. This was simply their experi- 
ence based on centuries of interaction with the tribe from Judea. 

Such complaints form the historical basis for an enduring and deeply- 
rooted anti-Jewish attitude that can be found throughout much of the 
world, throughout much of history. Many of these themes recur through 
the present day, and their origins and evolution reveal important aspects 
of modern-day Jews. Kevin MacDonald makes precisely this point, in 
defense of his evolutionary group-theory assessment of Judaism: 


The remarkable thing about anti-Semitism is that there is an 
overwhelming similarity in the complaints made about Jews in 
different places and over very long stretches of historical time. 
These complaints may be seen as independent replications that 
together give credence to the proposal that, while exaggerations 
and falsehoods may well color these attitudes, several prominent 
themes of anti-Semitic writings have had a firm basis in the reali- 
ty of Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy.* 


More broadly we can infer that the critics are citing objective, con- 
crete characteristics of the Jewish people, ones that are largely inde- 
pendent of the Jewish religion per se. These negative qualities may 
well be rooted in the genetic (i.e. racial) constitution of the Jews, and 
this suggests an explanation for their persistence across cultures and 
over time. 

I now continue to trace the progression of these anti-Jewish sen- 
timents, beginning from late antiquity. Unlike the first part of this es- 
say, though, I will focus only on selected comments by the most 
prominent and influential figures; a comprehensive listing would re- 
quire volumes. 
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EARLY MIDDLE AGES AND THE RISE OF THE CHURCH 

The Western Roman Empire entered its final years in the 5'* century 
AD. The Church was ascendant, and would soon begin a thousand- 
year domination of European culture. Christianity from its start was in 
tension with the Jewish community, as we know from the story of Jesus 
and his disciples. All the early Christians were Jews, but they were in 
revolt against both the elite (Jewish) Pharisees and the dominant Ro- 
man Empire. Jesus and his followers made enemies on both fronts, and 
both were complicit in his death. But even if we are inclined to disbe- 
lieve the traditional story of Christ—and there is good reason to doubt 
it—we still have his disciples to deal with. On some interpretations, 
Paul, along with Luke, Mark, and Peter, deliberately undertook to chal- 
lenge the Romans by creating an alternate moral system and, in fact, a 
completely new worldview — one that involved a savior come to earth.° 
This action put the small band of rebels in conflict with an age-old Jew- 
ish tradition that was still awaiting its savior. To have any hope of un- 
dermining support for Rome, the newly-minted Christian story had to 
draw in as many non-Jews as possible. Christianity thus, at the very 
start, pitted (lowly) Jew against (elite) Jew and all against Rome. As the 
movement expanded beyond its Jewish origins, and Rome disintegrat- 
ed, the central conflict to remain was Christian (with no biological con- 
nection to Judaism) against Jew. 

But again, in the early years both Jews and non-Jewish Christians 
were allied against Rome, and they had little reason to disagree. Thus 
it was that, at this time, we find only mild criticism of the Jews—two 
examples being Tertullian’s Adversus Judaeos and Hippolytus’ Exposi- 
tory Treatise against the Jews, both written circa 200. These offer only 
the faintest rebukes, and serve primarily to distinguish the nascent 
Christians from their Jewish roots. But then Emperor Constantine 
converted in 315, and by 380 Theodosius had declared Christianity as 
the state religion; the empire would then disintegrate within a few 
decades. That final Christian century of the empire saw the rise of 
much stronger anti-Jewish sentiments, as it became clear that the two 
sibling religions would be vying for control. 

Four of the most important early church fathers—Gregory of 
Nyssa, Jerome, John Chrysostom, and Augustine—were notably anti- 
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Jewish. Writing in the late 300s, Gregory blasts the Jews as the abso- 
lute dregs of humanity, deploying an impressive array of adjectives: 


Murderers of the Lord, murderers of prophets, rebels and full of 
hatred against God, they commit outrage against the law, resist 
God’s grace, repudiate the faith of their fathers. They are confed- 
erates of the devil, offspring of vipers, scandal-mongers, slan- 
derers, darkened in mind, leaven of the Pharisees, Sanhedrin of 
demons, accursed, utterly vile, quick to abuse, enemies of all that 
is good. (In Christi resurr. orat., 5).° 


Clearly there is more here than a religious family feud; Gregory evi- 
dently finds something deeply objectionable in the Jews themselves.” 

Similar thoughts are portrayed in the writings of Jerome (347-420), 
a Christian abbot in Bethlehem. Jaher suggests that Jerome “anticipat- 
ed modern anti-Semitism propaganda by predicting the emergence of 
an infernal Jewish conspiracy for global domination.”® In 407 Jerome 
wrote that the Antichrist would be “born of the Jewish people”; “by 
means of intrigue and deception,” the Jews would “persecute the 
people of Christ [and] rule the world.”? Of course, it turned out that 
this was not merely “propaganda,” but a strikingly accurate predic- 
tion, one that would take some 1500 years to materialize. 

Speaking of the synagogue, Jerome wrote, “If you call it a brothel, a 
den of vice, the Devil's refuge, Satan’s fortress, a place to deprave the 
soul...you are still saying less than it deserves.”!° Hood adds that he 
“accused the Jews of almost every imaginable vice, but avarice, 
drunkenness, gluttony, and licentiousness were his favorites.”™ Liv- 





6 Cited in Marcel Simon, Verus Israel (Portland, OR: Vallentine Mitchell, 1996), 
216. 

7 In Separation and Its Discontents (Chapter 4) (Ibid.), Kevin MacDonald argues 
that the hostility toward Jews during the 4" century was motivated by Jewish eco- 
nomic power and particularly the enslaving of non-Jews. By combating Jewish pow- 
er, the Church was taking a protective role towards its Christian flock —a role that 
was repeated during the Middle Ages. 

8 Fredric Jaher, A Scapegoat in the New Wilderness (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uni- 
versity Press, 1994), 30. 

° Cited in Ibid. 

10 Cited in Robert Wistrich, A Lethal Obsession (New York, NY: Random House, 
2010), 80. 

11 John Hood, Aquinas and the Jews (Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania 
Press, 1995), 16. 
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ing as he did directly amongst them, Jerome undoubtedly had consid- 
erable firsthand experience. 

Of all the early church fathers, Chrysostom is widely viewed as the 
most openly hostile. Of particular note is his work Adversus Judaeos, 
commonly called Homilies against the Jews (387AD).!2 The first homily 
captures the essence of his attack. He begins with mention of a “very 
serious illness” that pervades society. “What is this disease? The festi- 
vals of the pitiful and miserable Jews” that were soon to commence 
(.1.4). “But do not be surprised that I call the Jews pitiable,” he adds. 
“They really are pitiable and miserable” (I.II.1). Citing Biblical prece- 
dent, Chrysostom refers to them as dogs, and as “stiff-necked.” They 
are drawn to gluttony and drunkenness (I.II.5), and chiefly character- 
ized by their lust for animal pleasures. Indeed, they are animals, 
though of a worthless kind: “Although such beasts are unfit for work, 
they are fit for killing” (I.1I.6)—a shocking call from this man of God. 
“And this is what happened to the Jews: while they were making 
themselves unfit for work, they grew fit for slaughter.” He even cites 
Biblical mandate here, from the Gospel of Luke (19:27): “This is why 
Christ said, “But as for these my enemies,... bring them here and slay 
them’.” 

Chrysostom disparages the religious rituals of the synagogue: “[The 
Jews] drag into the synagogue the whole theater, actors and all. For 
there is no difference between the theater and the synagogue” (I.II.7). 
“That place is a brothel,” he adds. “It is also a den of robbers and a 
lodging for wild beasts.” In fact it has become no less than “the dwell- 
ing of demons” (L.III.1)—as “the Jews themselves are demons” (I.VI.3). 

He then raises a fundamental metaphysical dispute. The Christian 
testament speaks of a bifurcated afterlife: either eternal bliss with God 
in heaven, or eternal damnation. “But the Jews,” says Chrysostom, 


neither know nor dream of these things.'° They live for their bel- 
lies, they gape for the things of this world, their condition is no 
better than that of pigs or goats because of their wanton ways 





? Also known as Discourses Against the Jews. The following quotations have been 
taken from Fathers of the Church, Vol. 68. 

13 In truth, the Old Testament has virtually no mention of either an afterlife with 
God in heaven, or, astonishingly, of Hell. For the Jews, all praise or retribution oc- 
curs in the present world. 
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and excessive gluttony. They know but one thing: to fill their 
bellies and be drunk... (I.IV.1) 


Then there are the standard charges of the Jews as Christ-killers, 
and as failing to properly honor the old prophets: “And so it is that 
we must hate both them and their synagogue all the more because of 
the offensive treatment of those holy men.” On a more practical level, 
the Jews are to be shunned because of “their plundering, their covet- 
ousness, their abandonment of the poor, their thefts, their cheating in 
trade” (I.VII.1)—charges that relate to alleged cultural and ethnic 
traits, rather than religion. 

And once again we find reference to the bad smell—the foetor Judai- 
cus —that seems to accompany the Jews. This time, though, it comes from 
the supposed sacrificial burning of human victims that attends the syna- 
gogue festival, and the potent incense used to cover it up: “Yet what is 
carried up from the altar is the odor and smoke from burning bodies, 
and nothing is more malodorous than such a savor. ... Scripture 
calls...the incense an abomination because the intention of those offering 
it reeked with a great stench” (I.VII.3). 

For all these reasons, says Chrysostom, we must “turn away from 
them, since they are the common disgrace and infection of the whole 
world” (I.VIL.7) —recalling Claudius’ imagery of a “general plague that 
infests the whole world.” Finally, Chrysostom appeals to his Christian 
reader to not fear the Jews’ sorcery and black powers; “the Jews 
frighten you as if you were little children, and you do not see it” 
(LII.7). Such a sentiment could be repeated in the present day, as 
many non-Jews seem to act in evident fear of hidden Jewish power of 
retribution, as if afraid of some evil spell. 

We lack direct evidence, but such forceful talk by prominent church 
leaders no doubt encouraged discrimination and violence against the 
Jews, and likely contributed, for example, to their expulsion from Al- 
exandria in the year 414. 

Augustine is the most famous and influential of this early group, and 
he is also the most understated in his criticism. On the one hand, he 
views the Jews as “incurably ‘carnal,’ blind to spiritual meaning, perfid- 
ious, faithless, and apostate.”14 In his Adversus Judaeos, circa 425, he de- 
nounces them for ignoring the revealed truth about God —an especially 
pernicious crime, since it was handed to them and yet they refused it. 
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Consequently, “they are themselves the builders of destruction and re- 
jecters of the corner-stone.” John Cavadini explains that, in the Adver- 
sus, Augustine adopts “a more negative image” of the Jews than in his 
other writings, casting upon them sole blame for the crucifixion.!¢ (“Tt 
was the Jews who held [Jesus]; the Jews who insulted him; the Jews 
who bound him; the Jews who crowned him with thorns; who soiled 
him with their spit; who whipped him; who ridiculed him; who hung 
him on the cross; who stabbed his body with their spears.”!” Augustine 
furthermore links them with many ignoble characteristics; they are 
“blind, stubborn, sick,” and lacking in understanding. 

On the other hand, the Jews are “living witnesses” to the truth of 
the Christian story, and thus ought to be preserved, not destroyed, be- 
cause they serve as enduring testimony. This is made clear in Augus- 
tine’s City of God: 


[T]he Jews who killed [Christ] refused to believe in him. ... They 
were dispersed all over the world —for indeed there is no part of 
the earth where they are not to be found—and thus by evidence 
of their own Scriptures they bear witness for us that we have not 
fabricated the prophecies about Christ. ... [T]hey supply for our 
benefit by the possession and preservation of those books... 
[Were they not scattered, we] would not have them available 
among all nations as witnesses to the prophecies which were 
given beforehand concerning Christ. (Book 18) 


Augustine thus introduces a tension into Christian-Jewish relations 
that endures today. The Jews are ignorant and blind, yet confirm the 
truth of the Bible. They must be preserved as living relics, but not al- 
lowed to hold sway over society or the minds of men. This sense of 
“destructive ambivalence” !® would both justify and forestall violence 
against the Jews for centuries. 

With the final collapse of Rome in 476 and the onset of the early 
Middle Ages (the “Dark Ages’), the Church began a long, gradual 


15 Cited in James Carroll, Constantine’s Sword (Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin, 
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climb toward dominance of European culture and society. The Jews 
remained on the periphery — though never far from the seat of power. 
Charlemagne (circa 800) treated them with a kind of political expedi- 
ency, allowing a modest degree of freedom in business and commerce 
but restricting their abilities to proselytize. Anselm (circa 1075) con- 
tinued in the Augustinian tradition of moderate toleration combined 
with an arm’s-length theological stance. 

However, by the time of the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215, Pope 
Innocent III was prepared to reassert control. New resolutions (can- 
ons) were passed, “designed to isolate, restrict, and denigrate Jews.”!° 
Usury was a growing problem, especially when it was causing the 
bankruptcy of church members who were expected to donate gener- 
ously. Canon 67 reads: “The more the Christians are restrained from 
the practice of usury, the more are they oppressed in this matter by 
the treachery of the Jews, so that in a short time they exhaust the re- 
sources of the Christians.” There was also the problem of identifica- 
tion. Then as now, Jews were largely able to move unnoticed through 
non-Jewish society, owing to the lack of obvious ethnic features. This 
was unacceptable to the Church and hence they mandated a “differ- 
ence of dress” for Jews (and also Muslims, or “Saracens”): “we decree 
that such Jews and Saracens of both sexes in every Christian province 
and at all times shall be marked off in the eyes of the public from oth- 
er peoples through the character of their dress” (Canon 68). This was 
no idle declaration; conical caps, badges, and related clothing were 
instituted in France, Portugal, Spain, and Italy in the following centu- 
ries.”° Finally, Canon 69 states that “Jews are not to be given public 
offices ... [because] it is absurd that a blasphemer of Christ exercise 
authority over Christians.” 

This harsher stance was taken up by the preeminent theologian of 
the day, Thomas Aquinas. In contrast to Augustine, Aquinas pre- 
ferred to emphasize the fact that the Jews knowingly sinned in first 
refusing and then crucifying the Savior. “In Aquinas’ view, the Jewish 
leaders had sufficient evidence to know that Jesus was divine, but 
they willfully refused to draw the conclusion. This increased rather 
than limited their culpability.”*! This guilt, Aquinas says, is further- 
more perpetually binding on the Jewish people, so long as they refuse 
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Christ and adhere to Mosaic Law: “The blood of Christ binds the chil- 
dren of the Jews insofar as they are imitators of their parents’ malice 
and thus approve of Christ’s killing” (Questiones Disputata de Malo, 
4.8). 

Apart from this theological guilt was the practical problem of usu- 
ry. Normally defined as lending money at excessive interest, for 
Aquinas usury meant any interest. As he writes in the Summa Theologi- 
ca, “Lending money at interest is intrinsically unjust” (ST22, 78.1). All 
interest is unethical because it entails no effort; it is reward without 
work, hardly better than sheer theft. That this is a crime is manifestly 
obvious to Aquinas, and thus calls for the harshest of punishment. 
And the Jews come in for special reprimand, as they were most close- 
ly identified with that crime. “It seems to me that a Jew, or any other 
usurer, should be fined more heavily than others who are punished 
with fines, since they are known to have less title to the money taken 
from them” (De Regimine Judaeorum [‘On the government of the Jews’], 
70-74). Monarchs of Europe would suffer from restrictions on interest, 
but they have an obligation to rein in the usurers: “It would be better 
for [royalty] to compel Jews to work for a living, as is done in parts of 
Italy, than to allow them to live in idleness and grow rich by usury. If 
rulers suffer loss, it is only because they have been negligent” (De 
Regimine, 81-88). 

The Jews were guilty on both philosophical and pragmatic counts, 
and thus were to be shunned. For Aquinas, “Jews were profoundly 
dangerous, and ... contact with them should be avoided whenever 
possible.”** One should not socialize or eat with them, discuss reli- 
gion, or marry them; they were indeed the true “enemies” (ST2.2, 
10.11) of Christian society. Aquinas upheld the Lateran Council's dic- 
tate on restricting Jews from public office, and he endorsed the call to 
mark them with distinctive clothing. On this latter point he wrote, 
“The response to this question is clear, since, according to the statue of 
the general [Lateran] council, Jews of each sex in all Christian lands 
and at all times should be distinguished from other people by their 
dress” (De Regimine, 244-249). The point is obvious but it bears repeat- 
ing: the act of identifying one’s enemy is the first step in dealing with 
him. 

For theological, sociological, and practical reasons, then, the nations 
of Europe began to take action, and banished their Jewish popula- 
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tions. Waves of expulsions swept the continent in the 14" and 15t 
centuries: France (1306 and 1394), Germany (1348), Hungary (1349), 
Austria (1421), Lithuania (1445), Provence (1490), Spain (1492), Portu- 
gal (1497). But these would only be temporary measures, as we know; 
within two or three centuries the Jews were back, in sufficiently large 
numbers to cause provoke negative comments once again. 


K*K* 


The first 200 years of the Renaissance saw the peak and then gradu- 
al decline of Church authority, and the concurrent rise of local kings, 
kingdoms, and city-states. The Papal Schism (1378-1417) and charges 
of internal corruption were early signs of serious problems within the 
Church. Shortly thereafter, Lorenzo Valla’s exposure of the fraudulent 
“Donation of Constantine” in 1440 struck another harsh blow at Cath- 
olic claims of divine right to governance, which in truth was always at 
odds with Christian theology.** The popes were increasingly seen 
more as corrupt, power-hungry tyrants than as pious men of God. 
Dissatisfaction grew to the point where, in 1520, Martin Luther could 
publicly declare the pope to be the Antichrist. 

Luther’s low opinion of the pope was matched by his opinion of the 
Jews. In 1541 he was discoursing on the proper procedure for baptism, 
when he was asked how to baptize a Jew. “If a Jew, not converted at 
heart, were to ask baptism at my hands, I would take him on to the 
bridge, tie a stone round his neck, and hurl him into the river; for 
those wretches are wont to make a jest of our religion.”*4 The follow- 
ing year Luther became convinced of the need to write a lengthy cri- 
tique, for reasons that apparently extended beyond mere religious 
strife: 


I intend to write against the Jews once again because I hear that 
some of our lords [nobles] are befriending them. I'll advise them 


23 The Donation of Constantine was a document, allegedly written in 315AD, in 
which emperor Constantine handed over the empire to Pope Sylvester I, thus justi- 
fying papal rule. In reality it was forgery composed about the year 750, but which 
passed off as authentic for over eight centuries— until exposed by Italian humanist 
Lorenzo Valla based on philological arguments. 
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to chase all the Jews out of their land. What reason do they have 
to slander and insult the dear Virgin Mary as they do? They call 
her a stinkpot, a hag, a monstrosity. If I were a lord I'd take them 
by the throat, or they’d have to show cause [why I shouldn't]. 
They’re wretched people. I know of no stronger argument 
against them than to ask them why they’ve been in exile so 
long. 


The result was one of the most notorious religious tracts in history, 
On the Jews and Their Lies (Von den Jtiden und iren Ltigen). The Jews are 
an arrogant and obnoxious race, Luther said, whose claim to uniquely 
divine blessing is as false as it is misguided. “Those miserable and ac- 
cursed people” and their “poisonous activities” sought to undermine 
the Christian faith through their “vile interpretation” of the Bible.”° It 
is the “embittered, venomous, blind heart of the Jews” that forbids 
their acceptance of the truth.?” Their cause is hopeless; one should not 
waste time trying to persuade them. In a rather ominous allusion, Lu- 
ther recalls the drowning of the Pharaoh’s men in the Red Sea, sug- 
gesting that the Christians should perhaps do the same to them. 

His chief complaint is Jewish arrogance at being the alleged heirs to 
the holy patriarchs. “They boast of being the noblest, yes, the only no- 
ble people on earth. In comparison with them and in their eyes we 
Gentiles (Goyim) are not human; in fact we hardly deserve to be con- 
sidered poor worms by them.” Here again is the charge of misanthro- 
py, and the basis for it: Jews despise the rest of humanity because of 
their God-granted superiority. Such “devilish arrogance” has led to 
their sorry state. “The blind Jews are truly stupid fools” for thinking 
themselves superior. The other basis for their arrogance, circumcision, 
is equally groundless, and is yet another reason for which “they 
haughtily and vainly despise all mankind.”78 

Luther relentlessly hammers away for more than 150 pages: 


e [BJe on your guard against the Jews, knowing that wher- 
ever they have their synagogues, nothing is found but a 
den of devils in which sheer self-glory, conceit, lies, blas- 





*5 Martin Luther. 1955. Luther’s Works, Vol 54 (Saint Louis, MO: Concordia), 426. 
26 Luther, Luther’s Works, Ibid., Vol 47, 137-138. 

27 [bid., 139. 

28 Ibid., 140, 148, 149. 


86 The Occidental Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 3, Fall 201 


phemy, and defaming of God and men are practiced most 
maliciously and vehemently. ..*? 

e Moreover, they are nothing but thieves and robbers who 
daily eat no morsel and wear no thread of clothing which 
they have not stolen and pilfered from us by means of 
their accursed usury.*° 

e [T]hey have not acquired a perfect mastery of the art of ly- 
ing; they lie so clumsily and ineptly that anyone who is 
just a little observant can easily detect it.*1 

e Alas, it cannot be anything but the terrible wrath of God 
which permits anyone to sink into such abysmal, devilish, 
hellish, insane baseness, envy, and arrogance.*? 

e Undoubtedly they do more and viler things than those 
which we know and discover. 


Luther even resurrects, indirectly, the old foetor Judaicus: “Tt serves 
them right that ... they have to look into the devil’s black, dark, lying 
behind, and worship his stench.”34 So what are non-Jews to do? “Burn 
down their synagogues, ... force them to work, and deal harshly with 
them. ... [T]hey do not wish to know [the truth], hear it, or learn it. 
Therefore it would be wrong to be merciful. ... If this does not help we 
must drive them out like mad dogs.” 

On the Jews and Their Lies was written in 1543 when Luther was 60 
years old; he would live just three more years. It was one of his last 
major works, but the views therein were evidently a lifelong convic- 
tion. Even some of his earliest writings, such as his lectures on the 
Psalms dating to 1513 (age 30), include the essence of his later attack. 
As well his Lectures on Romans (1515) reiterates similar concerns. He 
relented somewhat in a 1523 work, That Jesus Christ Was Born a Jew, 
but this seems to have been an aberration from his more deeply-held 
views. 


MODERN “ ANTI-SEMITISM” IN FRANCE 
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This brings us to the period that we may loosely call ‘modern anti- 
Semitism,’ comprising various anti-Jewish attitudes from the 1700s to 
present. Here I will focus on the three dominant cultures: French, 
German, and Anglo-American. Each offers unique perspectives on 
age-old critiques. Of particular note is that, as this was the era of the 
Enlightenment and of a new humanism, the critiques shift markedly 
from a religious to secular perspective. This continues into present- 
day attitudes on Jews, most of which are non-religious in character. 

Following their expulsion in the 14" century, Jews began returning 
to France in the early 1600s, primarily to Alsace and Lorraine. They 
quickly took up dominant positions in commerce and finance, such 
that by the early 1700s notable French intellectuals were beginning to 
express concern. Among the earliest was the political philosopher 
Charles-Louis Montesquieu, whose Lettres persones (1721) offered 
passing commentary. Jewish communities around the world were 
very much alike, he said; “Know that wherever there is money there 
are Jews.”°6 Repeating an ancient charge, Montesquieu added that, of 
the supposedly learned rabbis, there was “[not] one among them of 
even a minor order of genius.” 

Writing in the 1740s, Jean-Baptiste de Mirabaud composed his 
Opinions des anciens sur les Juifs (‘Ancient Opinions on the Jews’). Em- 
ploying, for the first time in the modern era, passages such as those 
presented in Part I of the present essay, Mirabaud argued that ancient 
scholars developed a well-justified animus towards Jewry: 


You will therefore see from this that, a long time before they had 
brought down upon themselves this curse, which is now regard- 
ed as the cause of their wretchedness, [the Jews] were generally 
hated and generally despised in every country which knew 
them: after which you will agree that there is no mention of them 
in the old books except in connection with this contempt, and in 
relation to the general aversion felt for them. ... 


Not only did all the nations despise the Jews; they even hated 
them and believed that they were as justified in hating as in des- 
pising them. They were hated because they were known to hate 


36 Cited in Arthur Hertzberg, The French Enlightenment and the Jews (New York, 
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other men; they were despised because they were seen observing 
customs which were thought ridiculous.°” 


Eighteenth-century writer and philosopher Denis Diderot had simi- 
lar thoughts. The Jews were taught by the Talmud, he said, “to steal 
the goods of Christians, to regard them as savage beasts, to push them 
in a precipice, ... to kill them with impunity and to utter every morn- 
ing the most horrible imprecations against them.”°* The mutual ani- 
mosity required that they be held apart from the public at large— 
“This people should be kept separate from others,” he wrote in 1763.°? 
Five years later, in his La Moisade, Diderot attacked both the Old Tes- 
tament and present-day Jews who sustained that mythology: “And 
you, angry and brutish people, vile and vulgar men, slaves worthy of 
the yoke which you bear ... go, take back your books and remove 
yourselves from me.”*° In his famous Encyclopédie, in an article on Ju- 
daism, he added that, among the Jews, 


[one does not find] any rightness of thought, any exactness in 
reasoning or precision of style, in a word, any of that which 
ought to characterize a healthy philosophy. One finds among 
them, on the contrary, only a confused mélange of the principles 
of reason and revelation, a pretentious and often impenetrable 
obscurity, principles that lead to fanaticism, blind respect for the 
authority of the rabbis and for antiquity, in a word, all the faults 
that mark an ignorant and superstitious people.*! 


Also writing in the 18 century, Jean-Jacques Rousseau was ap- 
palled by the crude partisan theology of the Old Testament. Speaking 
to the ancient Jews he said, “[You] paint us a God, angry, jealous, 
vengeful, partial, hating men, a God of war and battles. ... Your God 
is not ours. He who begins by selecting a chosen people, and proscrib- 
ing the rest of mankind, is not our common father” (1769).4* Such men 
were “the vilest of peoples”; one is aghast at “the baseness of this 
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people, incapable of any virtue,” a race that constituted “the vilest 
people perhaps who existed then.” Later, in a piece of backhanded 
praise for Moses, Rousseau wrote that the Jews were originally “a 
swarm of wretched fugitives, without arts, without weapons, without 
talents, without virtues, without courage.” To maintain their identity 
Moses gave the Hebrew tribe “customs and practices which are in- 
compatible with those of other nations ... to render it always a for- 
eigner amongst other men.” To this day, the Jewish race displays a 
dogged persistence and adherence to its law, such that it “will last as 
long as the world, despite the hatred and persecution of the rest of the 
human race” (1772). 

Working about the same time as Rousseau, Baron d’Holbach, a ma- 
jor figure of the French Enlightenment, unleashed a blistering attack 
on the Jews and their religion. In his Ecce Homo of 1770 he made the 
following observations: 


[When] we cast our eyes over the history of the Jews, ... we are 
forced to acknowledge, that this people were at all times the 
blindest, the most stupid, the most credulous, the most supersti- 
tious, and the silliest that ever appeared on the earth. ... [By Mo- 
saic Law,] the people of God were kept in a profound ignorance; 
in an abject superstition; in an unsocial and savage aversion for 
the rest of mankind; in an inveterate hatred of other forms of 
worship... [T]he Jewish people distinguished themselves only by 
massacres, unjust wars, cruelties, usurpations, and infamies. 


The Jews, “the most unfortunate people that ever existed ... lived 
continually in the midst of calamities, and were, more than all other 
nations, the sport of frightful revolutions.”4 The theme continues two 
years later in Good Sense: “Shall we find in Jehovah a model for our 
conduct? This is a truly savage god, made for a stupid, cruel, and im- 
moral people; he is always furious, breathes nothing but vengeance, 
commands carnage, theft, and unsociability.”4° And in d’Holbach’s 
Superstition in All Ages we read that “Moses was but an Egyptian 
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schismatic” who was little more than a leader of outlaws. “If we con- 
sult Tacitus and many other celebrated historians, in regard to Moses 
and his nation, we shall see that they are considered as a horde of 
thieves and bandits.”4” D’Holbach accepts the story of the Jews’ hu- 
man sacrifices,48 and remarks that, according to prophecy, they should 
be “the most victorious of all the people of earth.” But this was not re- 
ality: “And even now the remainder of this unfortunate nation is 
looked upon as the vilest and most contemptible of all the earth, hav- 
ing no country, no dominion, no superiority.” 

But the preeminent French critic was surely Voltaire. Throughout 
his long career he castigated the Jews at every opportunity. Voltaire 
employed all the charges of his fellow countrymen, and more. As ear- 
ly as 1722 he wrote of “the facility which the Jews have for being ad- 
mitted and expelled everywhere” (Letter to Dubois).°°? They have no 
loyalty but to themselves, and to riches: “a Jew belongs to no land 
other than the one where he makes money; can he not just as easily 
betray the king for the emperor as the emperor for the king?” But this 
was a mere prelude. 

Voltaire’s famous Philosophical Dictionary first appeared in 1745, 
containing several entries on Jews, Judaism, and Judeo-Christianity. 
Some passages from the entry “Jews” give the flavor of the piece: 


It is certain that the Jewish nation is the most singular that the 
world has ever seen, and ... in a political view, the most con- 
temptible of all... [T]he Hebrews have ever been vagrants, or 
robbers, or slave, or seditious. They are still vagabonds upon the 
earth, and abhorred by men, yet affirming that heaven and earth 
and all mankind were created for them alone. ... You ask, what 
was the philosophy of the Hebrews? The answer will be a very 
short one —they had none. Their legislator [Moses] himself does 
not anywhere speak expressly of the immortality of the soul, nor 
of the rewards of another life. ... It is commonly said that the ab- 
horrence in which the Jews held other nations proceeded from 
their horror of idolatry; but it is much more likely that the man- 
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ner in which they, at the first, exterminated some of the tribes of 
Canaan, and the hatred which the neighboring nations con- 
ceived for them, were the cause of this invincible aversion. As 
they knew no nations but their neighbors, they thought that in 
abhorring them they detested the whole earth, and thus accus- 
tomed themselves to be the enemies of all men. ... [The ancient 
Jews’] stay in Babylon and Alexandria ... formed the people to 
no art, save that of usury. 


The entry comes to a striking conclusion: 


In short, we find in them only an ignorant and barbarous people, 
who have long united the most sordid avarice with the most de- 
testable superstition and the most invincible hatred for every 
people by whom they are tolerated and enriched. Still, we ought 
not to burn them.°! 


Later writings continued in the same vein. His Essai sur les moeurs 
(‘Essay on Morals’; 1756) addressed the reason for the near-universal 
dislike of the Jews: “It is the inevitable result of their laws; they either 
had to conquer everybody or be hated by the whole human race”5? — 
though one wonders if this is truly an either/or proposition. Voltaire 
continues: 


The Jewish nation dares to display an irreconcilable hatred 
against all nations, and revolts against all masters; always super- 
stitious, always greedy for the good of others, always barba- 
rous — cringing in misfortune, and insolent in prosperity.°° 


And the fundamental reason? “Money was the object of their conduct 
at all times.” 

A 1761 essay attacks the ancient Hebrews and their social and intel- 
lectual development, and makes a sarcastic allusion to the old idea of 
a diseased people: “It was only in the matter of lice that they were 
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outdone; for that reason it has accurately been said that the Jews know 
more than any other people about this profession.”°+ Of the Old Tes- 
tament, it “prophesied on a hundred occasions that they would be the 
masters of the world: however, they never possessed more than a tiny 
corner of the Earth for a few years; today they haven't even one vil- 
lage of their own.” 

Stinging comments continued to flow from his pen: 


e “The Jews have never invented anything” (1767).°° Indeed, 
they are “plagiarists in everything.”>° 

e “You [Jews] are calculating animals, try to be thinking an- 
imals” (1770).°” 

e “TYou] seem to be to be the maddest of the lot. ... You 
have surpassed all nations in impertinent fables, in bad 
conduct, and in barbarism. You deserve to be punished, 
for this is your destiny” (1772).5§ 

e “[T]hese circumcised Jews [are] the greatest scoundrels 
who have ever sullied the face of the globe” (1773).°? 

e And in his final year of life: “If we must talk of Jewry, we 
must state that they were a wretched Arabic tribe without 
art or science, hidden in a small, hilly, and ignorant 
land...” (1776). 


But it was one particular warning by Voltaire that weighs heavily 
upon us today. In 1771 he wrote: “[The Jews] are, all of them, born 
with raging fanaticism in their hearts, just as the Bretons and Germans 
are born with blond hair. I would not be in the least bit surprised if 
these people would not some day become deadly to the human 
race.” *! 

Finally, we cannot leave the French without hearing briefly from 
Napoleon. A pragmatic leader, Napoleon sought to resolve the Jewish 
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problem by fully integrating them into Christian society —in effect, 
making them disappear as a people. This, he thought, would mitigate 
the damage that had been historically caused by the ‘accursed race’: 


I do not intend to rescue that race, which seem to have been the 
only one excluded from redemption, from the curse with which 
it is smitten, but I would like to put it in a position where it is 
unable to propagate the evil. 


But in his less charitable moments, Napoleon was more blunt: “The 
Jews are an objectionable people, chicken-hearted and cruel. ... They 
are caterpillars, grasshoppers, who ravage the countryside.” 


GERMANY FROM KANT TO SCHOPENHAUER 

The German tradition of Jewish criticism began with Martin Luther in 
the 16 century, but then took a back seat to the French for more than 
two centuries. It reemerged in the late 1700s with two of the greatest 
names in German philosophy, Kant and Hegel. Kant’s anti-Jewish 
stance seems to have surfaced late in life, well after he composed his 
three famous philosophical Critiques. A small booklet of 1793, Religion 
within the Limits of Reason Alone, laid out an influential history and phi- 
losophy of religion. Of the Jewish religion, Kant wrote, “Judaism is 
really not a religion at all but merely a union of a number of people 
who ... formed themselves into a commonwealth under purely politi- 
cal laws.”°3 This is so because the laws of Moses aim not at God or the 
fate of the soul, but rather “are directed to absolutely nothing but out- 
er [i.e. physical] observance.” Religion is nonexistent if it “involves no 
belief in a future life,” and therefore “Judaism, which, when taken in 
its purity is seen to lack this belief, is not a religious faith at all.” As 
originally constituted, Judaism is found to 


exclude from its communion the entire human race, on the 
ground that it was a special people chosen by God for Himself — 
[an exclusiveness] which showed enmity toward all other peo- 
ples and which, therefore, evoked the enmity of all.&4 
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A passing comment of interest occurred a year later, in a letter to K. 
Reinhold of 28 March 1794. Kant explains his reticence at critiquing 
and judging the philosophical views of others, in this case those of the 
Jewish thinker Salomon Maimon (1753-1800). He himself is uncom- 
fortable doing so, but “Jews always like to do that sort of thing, to 
gain an air of importance for themselves at someone else’s expense.” ® 

One of Kant’s last major works was the book Streit der Fakultdten 
(‘Conflict of the Faculties’), of 1798. Amidst a general sociological 
analysis of religion, he remarks that the Jewish prophets constructed 
an untenable “state” that would inevitably fail: “As national leaders 
they had loaded their constitution with so much ecclesiastical freight, 
and civil freight tied to it, that their state became utterly unfit to sub- 
sist of itself, and especially unfit to subsist together with neighboring 
nations®—an observation that bodes ill for the present state of Israel. 
The best solution, he thought, was for Judaism to die a quiet death 
and to adopt the moral teachings of Christianity. Kant’s choice of 
words here is striking, and unintentionally prescient: “the euthanasia 
of Judaism” (Die Euthanasie des Judenthums). As he says, “The euthana- 
sia of Judaism is pure moral religion, freed from all the ancient statu- 
tory teachings.” ®7 

A smaller work of the same year, Anthropology, includes a lengthy 
footnote on the “Palestinians” (i.e. Jews from Palestine). Early in the 
book Kant criticizes any system of “commandments involving activity 
which accomplishes nothing, like those upon which Judaism is 
built.”°8 This eventually leads to a discussion of the ethics of decep- 
tion, and further observations on the Hebrew tribe. The footnote itself 
is scathing: 


The Palestinians [Jews], living among us, or at least the greatest 
number of them, have through their usurious spirit since their 
exile received the not-unfounded reputation of deceivers. It 
seems strange to think of a nation of deceivers; but it is just as 
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strange to think of a nation made up of nothing but merchants, 
which are united for the most part by an old superstition that is 
recognized by the government under which they live. They do 
not seek any civil honor, but rather wish to compensate their loss 
by profitably outwitting the very people among whom they find 
protection, and even to make profit from their own kind. It can- 
not be otherwise with a whole nation of merchants, who are 
nonproductive members of society (for example, the Jews in Po- 
land). 


Their condition, sanctioned by ancient precepts and recognized 
even by us, cannot be altered by us without serious consequenc- 
es, even though they have made the saying “buyer beware” the 
supreme principle of morality in their dealings with us. ... 


[T]hese merchants, after the destruction of their city [Jerusalem], 
were able to migrate gradually into far-distant lands (in Europe) 
taking language and religion with them, maintaining their con- 
nection with each other, and finding security in whatever coun- 
tries they went to because of their profitable bargaining. There- 
fore, we may suppose that their dispersion throughout the 
world, with their unity in religion and language, must not be at- 
tributed to a curse that had been inflicted upon this people. On 
the contrary, the dispersion must be considered as a blessing [to 
them], especially since the wealth of the Jews, if we think of 
them as individuals, apparently exceeds per capita that of any 
other nation at the present time. 
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This was not personal animus, but considered philosophical opinion that 
the Jews, a “nation of merchants and deceivers,” are out to scam the 
very people who gave them refuge, resulting in massive accumulation 
of wealth. As will be discussed in Part 3 of this article, similar charges 
resonate from the 19 to the 21% centuries. Little has changed in 200 
years. 
In his public lectures at Konigsberg University, Kant was more in- 
formal but no less pointed. A little-known compilation of several 
these talks, published as Lectures on Ethics, includes four relevant 
comments. Speaking on the lack of moral courage involved with ly- 
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ing, Kant said, “Every coward is a liar; Jews, for example, not only in 
business, but also in common life. It is hardest of all to judge Jews; 
they are cowards.””° Elaborating on the virtues of religious diversity, 
he observed that, for most religions this would promote social good- 
will and tolerance. However: “To be sure, were the principles, if pur- 
sued, to be adverse to the state, as with the Jews, for example, who are 
permitted by the Talmud to practice deceit, then the natural feeling 
rectifies this false article of religion.””! Later Kant examined the merits 
and demerits of ingroup favoritism, and especially how this can easily 
lead to lack of general good will: 


Esprit de corps [of one’s own social or ethnic group] leads the dis- 
position away from objective moral principles [of goodwill to- 
ward all]. [NJor can it ever be otherwise among the Jews that all 
estimation for other men, who are not Jews, is totally lost, and 
goodwill is reduced merely to love of their own tribe, under 
which they are wont to cherish one another according to the 
principia adopted, and receive the more credit, the more the 
agent approaches to a maximum of expediency, deals falsely, is 
lucky in turning a profit, or possesses cleverness, cunning, and 
craft.” 


Finally, Kant reaffirms the age-old problem of monotheism: “The Jews 
... despised the maxims of all other religions, since it was they who 
were uniquely in the possession of a deity, who alone could rank as 
God, and for whose sake they believed themselves obligated to hate 
all other deities.”7° 

Hegel’s critique, by comparison, was rather milder but just as in- 
sightful. The bulk of his comments are found in a 1796 composition 
“The Spirit of Christianity and its Fate.” The opening section, titled 
“The Spirit of Judaism,” opens with the notion that Abraham, as “the 
true progenitor of the Jews,” changed history by “regulating the entire 
fate of his prosperity.””4 Central to the Jewish worldview was the idea 
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that “the human race had in her ... the most destructive, invincible, 
irresistible hostility; in her fury she spared nothing; she ... poured 
savage devastation over everything.” The world was a hostile place, 
and “nature had to be mastered.” The picture is bleak: 


[Abraham] was a stranger on earth, a stranger to the soil and to 
men alike. Among men he always was and remained a foreigner. 
... The whole world Abraham regarded as simply his opposite; if 
he did not take it to be a nullity, he looked on it as sustained by 
the God who was alien to it. ... [A]nd since [God’s] divinity was 
rooted in his contempt for the whole world, he remained [God's] 
only favorite.” 


This produced a people with a grudge against the world, a race that 
held a malicious, stealthy contempt for other nations. Their enemies 
“are conquered by an invisible attack,” unseen, subterranean. Indeed, 
“the only act Moses reserved for the Israelites was ... to borrow with 
deceit and repay confidence with theft.””6 

This leads, Hegel said, to a brutish way of life: “Where there is uni- 
versal enmity, there is nothing left save physical dependence, an ani- 
mal existence which can be assured only at the expense of all other 
existence, and which the Jews took as their fief.”””7 Judaism was de- 
fined by its enemy status; the Jews needed enemies to survive as a peo- 
ple. Thus, “the subsequent circumstances of the Jewish people, up to 
the mean, abject, wretched circumstances in which they still are today, 
have all of them been simply consequences and elaborations of their 
original fate.””8 The “soul of the Jewish nationality” is equated with 
the “odium generis humani” (hatred of mankind)”?—recalling that fa- 
mous phrase of Tacitus. The section closes with this reflection: 


The great tragedy of the Jewish people...can arouse neither ter- 
ror nor pity...; it can arouse horror alone. The fate of the Jewish 
people is the fate of Macbeth who stepped out of nature itself, 
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clung to alien Beings, and so in their service had to trample and 
slay everything holy in human nature...°° 


A cruel fate for the Jews, and for all who are drawn into their circle. 
Around the same time, near the turn of the 19' century, other Ger- 
man philosophers were compelled by social conditions to comment. 
Johann Fichte was concerned primarily about the political ramifica- 
tions of a growing Jewish subculture within German society. His first 
major book, Contributions to the Correction of the Public’s Judgment con- 
cerning the French Revolution (1793), addressed the pressing “Jewish 
question” of the day: whether or not the Jews should have full civil 
rights and legal equality. It was an urgent matter. They had just won 
emancipation in France in 1791, the first country to do so. The number 
of German Jews was growing, and their inbred culture was on the 
verge of becoming a “state within a state” — and not only in Germany: 


Throughout almost all the countries of Europe there is spreading 
a mighty hostile state that is at perpetual war with all other 
states, and in many of them imposes fearful burdens on the citi- 
zens: it is the Jews. I do not think, as I hope to show subsequent- 
ly, that this state is fearful—not because it forms a separate and 
solidly united state but because this state is founded on the ha- 
tred of the whole human race. ... In a state where the absolute 
monarch cannot take from me my paternal hut and where I can 
defend my rights against the all-powerful minister, the first Jew 
who likes can plunder me with impunity. This you see and can- 
not deny, and you utter sugary words of tolerance and of the 
rights of man and civil rights, all the time wounding in us the 
primary rights of man. ... Do you not remember the state within 
the State? Does the thought not occur to you that if you give to 
the Jews, who are citizens of a state more solid and more power- 
ful than any of yours, civil rights in your states, they will utterly 
crush the remainder of your citizens?*! 


The only answer for Fichte was expulsion, or “ex-termination”: lit- 
erally, the casting out of a people beyond the borders. “To protect 
ourselves against them I see no other way than to conquer for them 
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their promised land and see them all there.”®* His plea went unan- 
swered. The Prussian Jews received their emancipation in 1812; those 
in Wiirttemberg in 1826; and all remaining German Jews were fully 
integrated upon German unification in 1870. Fichte’s fellow citizens 
would live to regret this development. 

Another influential figure, Johann Gottfried Herder, published his 
Reflections on the Philosophy of the History of Mankind in 1791. This im- 
portant and widely-read work included a chapter on “The Hebrews,” 
in which Herder covers the origins of the Jewish tribe in Palestine— 
contrasting Manetho’s account with the Old Testament. Upon their 
defeat by Rome and subsequent dispersion, “such an influence of the 
Jews upon the human race commenced, as could hardly have been 
conceived from a land of such small extent; since these people had 
never distinguished themselves, in the whole course of their history, 
as skilled in war or politics, and still less as inventors in the arts and 
sciences.”83 Herder then comments on “the intolerant spirit of the Jew- 
ish religion,” citing its more notable characteristics as “pride, supersti- 
tion, and antipathy to other nations.”®+ Upon reaching Europe, “this 
widely diffused republic of cunning usurers” managed to dominate 
finance and commerce, though their gains were earned at the expense 
of workers of their host nations. In summary, 


[this] people of God...have been for thousands of years, nay al- 

most from their beginning, parasitical plants on the trunks of 

other nations; a race of cunning brokers, almost throughout the 

whole world.® 

The issue was still of concern a decade later. Herder wrote: “A min- 
istry, in which the Jew is supreme..., a department or commissariat, in 
which Jews do the principal business ... are Pontine marshes that can- 
not be drained.”®* The strongest measures are called for, and there 
must be no sympathy; “[we] dare not be influenced by general hu- 
mane principles.” 

By the 1820s even the illustrious Wolfgang von Goethe joined the 
critics. Chamberlain relates his concerns: 
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[Goethe said,] “How should we let the Jews share in our highest 
culture, when they deny its origin and source?” And he became 
“violently enraged” when the law of 1823 permitted marriage 
between Jews and Germans, prophesying the “worst and most 
frightful consequences,” particularly the “undermining of all 
moral feelings” and declaring that the bribery of the “all- 
powerful Rothschild” must be the cause of this “folly.”®7 


It was around this time that renowned philosopher Arthur Schopen- 
hauer entered the fray. His masterpiece World as Will and Idea (1819) 
offered a handful of passing comments on Judaism, mostly neutral 
observations of history and religion. But in a passage on the develop- 
ment of the arts, he briefly turns to “the history of a small, isolated, 
capricious, hierarchical (i.e. ruled by false notions), obscure people, 
like the Jews, despised by the great contemporary nations of the East 
and of the West.”58 “It is to be regarded generally as a great misfor- 
tune,” he adds, “that the people whose former culture was to serve 
mainly as the basis of our own were not, say, the Indians or the 
Greeks, or even the Romans, but just these Jews.” 

For the next three decades Schopenhauer said little about them. But 
he returned to the topic, in a very pointed manner, in his last major 
work Parerga and Paralipomena (Greek, “Appendices and Omissions”) 
(1851). The book begins with a “sketch of the history of idealism,” and 
the limitations of that metaphysical view. The classic idealists are close- 
ly allied with Judeo-Christian theology, and thus “are all marred by 
that Jewish theism which is impervious to any investigation, dead to all 
research, and thus actually appears as a fixed idea.”®? But the subse- 
quent essay, on the history of philosophy, brings the occasion for an ex- 
tended diversion on the subject. 


The real religion of the Jews, as presented and taught in Genesis 
and all the historical books up to the end of Chronicles, is the 
crudest of all religions because it is the only one that has abso- 
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lutely no doctrine of immortality, not even a trace thereof. ... The 
contempt in which the Jews were always held by contemporary 
peoples may have been due in great measure to the poor charac- 
ter of their religion. ... Now this wretched religion of the Jews 
does not [offer any conception of an afterlife], in fact it does not 
even attempt it. It is, therefore, the crudest and poorest of all re- 
ligions and consists merely in an absurd and revolting theism. ... 
While all other religions endeavor to explain to the people by 
symbols and parables the metaphysical significance of life, the 
religion of the Jews is entirely immanent and furnishes nothing 
but a mere war-cry in the struggle with other nations.” 


Volume 2 elaborates on these ideas. Schopenhauer reiterates that 
“the religion of the Jews occupy the lowest place among the dogmas 
of the civilized world.”®! This sets the tone for the chapter titled “On 
Religion,” which brings this observation: 


Also we should not forget God’s chosen people who, after they 
had stolen by Jehovah’s express command the gold and silver 
vessels lent to them by their old and trusty friends in Egypt, now 
made their murderous and predatory attack on the ‘Promised 
Land, with the murderer Moses at their head, in order to tear 
away from the rightful owners, by the same Jehovah's express 
and constantly repeated command, showing no mercy and ruth- 
lessly murdering and exterminating all the inhabitants, even the 
women and children.” 


A footnote to the above passage adds this: 


Tacitus and Justinus have handed down to us the historical basis 
of the Exodus. ... We see from the two Roman authors how 
much the Jews were at all times and by all nations loathed and 
despised. This may be partly due to the fact that they were the 
only people on earth who did not credit man with any existence 
beyond this life and were, therefore, regarded as cattle, as the 
dregs of humanity, but as past master at telling lies. 
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The ultimate tragedy, for Schopenhauer, is that Judeo-Christian cul- 
ture dominated the history of Europe, rather than the nobler Greco- 
Roman: “The religion of the Greeks and Romans, those world-powers, 
has perished. The religion of the contemptible little Jewish race (ver- 
achteten Judenvolkchens), on the other hand, has been preserved.” 

But the Hebrew tribe is not simply defined by a religion; “[i]t is an 
extremely superficial and false view to regard the Jews merely as a 
religious sect. ... On the contrary, ‘Jewish Nation’ is the correct ex- 
pression.”°4 Like Fichte and Herder, Schopenhauer was also con- 
cerned about the political consequences of integrating, and granting 
rights to, this Jewish Nation. The Jews were a “gens extorris” (refugee 
race), eternally uprooted, always searching for but never finding a 
homeland. 


Till then, it lives parasitically on other nations and their soil; 
but yet it is inspired with the liveliest patriotism for its own na- 
tion. This is seen in the very firm way in which Jews stick to- 
gether. ... and no community on earth sticks so firmly together 
as does this. It follows that it is absurd to want to concede to 
them a share in the government or administration of any coun- 
try.% 


Schopenhauer was more moderate than Fichte; banishment was not 
necessary. He was willing to grant them limited rights, provided they 
took no role in government. “Justice demands that they should enjoy 
with others equal civil rights; but to concede to them a share in the 
running of the State is absurd. They are and remain a foreign oriental 
race.”%° The race could be tolerated, but the corrupt ideology had to 
go: “We may therefore hope that one day even Europe will be purified 
of all Jewish mythology.”” 

Finally, Schopenhauer found much use in that little phrase foetor 
Judaicus. For him, the ‘Jewish stench’ represents not a literal smell but 
rather an intellectual odor of stale Jewish thought, arising primarily 
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from the Old Testament. Oddly enough, he applies it most often in his 
critique of Jewish approaches to animal rights.” In the Parerga he criti- 
cizes Spinoza (and his view of animals) as a man who speaks “just as 
a Jew knows how to do, so that we others, who are accustomed to 
purer and worthier doctrines, are here overcome by the foetor Judai- 
cus.” 99 Of the Genesis account that God created animals for man’s use, 
Schopenhauer exclaims, “Such stories have on me the same effect as 
do Jew’s pitch and foetor Judaicus!”1°° Somewhat later he refers to “Eu- 
rope, the continent that is so permeated with the foetor Judaicus...”1 
And on the same subject: “It is obviously high time that in Europe, 
Jewish views on nature were brought to an end... A man must be be- 
reft of all his senses or completely chloroformed by the foetor Judaicus 
not to see [this].”102 


98 Schopenhauer was a passionate advocate for animal welfare, far ahead of his 
time on that count. He was the first major philosopher to incorporate them into his 
ethical schema. 

°° Schopenhauer, Ibid., Vol. 1, 73. 

100 Ibid., Vol. 2, 370. “Jew’s pitch” is a naturally-occurring bituminous asphalt, 
found in ancient times around the Dead Sea and other parts of Judea. 

101 Ibid., 372. 

102 Ibid., 375. 
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FREE TO LOSE: JEWS, WHITES AND LIBERTARIANISM 


BRENTON SANDERSON 





The political philosophy of libertarianism has recently attracted a 
wave of support in the United States among the mainly White Tea 
Party movement, and the supporters of Ron and Rand Paul. The cata- 
lyst has been the perceived failings of the Obama administration’s re- 
sponse to the global financial crisis and subsequent recession: a re- 
sponse characterized by an ideologically-driven expansion of gov- 
ernment ownership, spending, and regulation of the US economy, 
with a corresponding decline in individual liberty. To espouse free 
market libertarianism in this context seems a rational corrective to 
Obama’s neo-Marxist agenda, given the libertarian commitment to the 
maximization of individual liberty and minimisation of the state - at a 
time when a bloated dysfunctional state seems to lie at the heart of the 
problems facing White people. 

While there is a spectrum of libertarianism that straddles the left- 
right binary of contemporary politics, in today’s world, libertarianism 
is primarily associated with the commitment to market liberalism that 
was the hallmark of the Austrian and Chicago Schools of economics. 
A watershed moment in the history of post-war libertarianism was the 
awarding of the Nobel Prize for Economics to the libertarian theorist 
Friedrich von Hayek in 1974. For the preceding thirty years the eco- 
nomic theories of the British economist John Maynard Keynes held 
sway throughout the West. Keynesianism, involving state interven- 
tion in the economy through deficit spending to stimulate output and 
employment, is based on the idea that governments can and should 
act to eliminate the worst vicissitudes of the business cycle. Through 
manipulation of the federal budget a government can, theoretically, 
engineer economic outcomes. 

Keynesianism emerged as a midway position between free-market 
libertarianism and socialist state-planning. However, the stagflation 
crisis that emerged with the OPEC oil crisis of the early seventies 
threw the post-war Keynesian consensus into turmoil. It set the scene 
for the re-emergence of political support for free-market libertarian- 
ism, and ultimately for the election of Margaret Thatcher in Britain 
and Ronald Reagan in the US — and, subsequently, their legions of 
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political imitators throughout the world. At the forefront of this re- 
naissance of libertarian thought, alongside Hayek, was a group of 
Jewish intellectuals whose ideas and advocacy were key to this 
achievement, and to libertarianism’s subsequent and enduring appeal. 
The most prominent and influential of these figures were Ludwig von 
Mises, Milton Friedman, and Ayn Rand. 

It is one of the seeming paradoxes of political history in the past 
century that Jews have been prominent as theorists and activists for 
ostensibly opposing ideological forces: socialist collectivism on the 
one hand, and free-market libertarianism (and neoconservatism) on 
the other. However, this paradox begins to fade when viewed through 
the lens of Professor Kevin MacDonald’s theory of Judaism as a group 
evolutionary strategy. According to this theory, Judaism emerged his- 
torically as a strategy to promote the economic welfare and reproduc- 
tive success of Jews as a genetically distinct population. In Culture of 
Critique MacDonald examines a range of twentieth-century intellectual 
movements that had a decisive Jewish involvement and concludes 
that they share a common tacit agenda in promoting the group evolu- 
tionary interests of Jews — often at the expense of non-Jews.! Accord- 
ingly, they can be accurately regarded as Jewish intellectual move- 
ments that are, in reality, post-Enlightenment manifestations of Juda- 
ism as a group evolutionary strategy. A major focus in Culture of Cri- 
tique is on the role of Jews in the formulation and advocacy of Marxist 
and cultural-Marxist ideologies, such as the Critical Theory of the 
Frankfurt School. 

My purpose here is not to determine whether libertarianism is, like 
the Frankfurt School, a Jewish intellectual movement. This requires 
more extensive treatment than can be given here. Here I will examine, 
firstly, why free-market libertarian ideas have held a strong attraction 
to a prominent subset of Jewish intellectuals; and secondly, I will dis- 
cuss the practical effect of libertarian economic and social policies on 
European-derived populations. 


JEWS AND LIBERTARIANISM 
In a speech to the Mont Pelerin Society in 1972 entitled Capitalism 
and the Jews, Milton Friedman, perhaps the pivotal figure in the histo- 


1 Kevin B. MacDonald, The Culture of Critique: An Evolutionary Analysis of Jewish 
Involvement in Twentieth-Century Intellectual and Political Movements (Westport, CT: 
Praeger, 1998; first paperback edition: Bloomington, IN: 1stbooks Library, 2002). 
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ry of modern libertarianism after Hayek, explored the seeming para- 
dox that, despite the Jews having thrived under capitalism, they had 
played a central role in the formulation and advocacy of leftist politi- 
cal ideologies. He observed that, despite the Jews as a people having 
done very well under capitalist societies, 


for the past century, the Jews have been a stronghold of anti- 
capitalist sentiment. From Karl Marx through Leon Trotsky to 
Herbert Marcuse, a sizable fraction of the revolutionary anti- 
capitalist literature has been authored by Jews. Communist par- 
ties in all countries, including the party that achieved revolution 
in Russia but also present-day Communist parties in Western 
countries, and especially in the U.S., have been run and manned 
to a disproportionate extent by Jews—though I hasten to add 
that only a tiny fraction of Jews have ever been members of the 
Communist party. Jews have been equally active in the less- rev- 
olutionary socialist movements in all countries, as intellectuals 
generating socialist literature, as active participants in leader- 
ship, and as members. 


Friedman finds this somewhat difficult to reconcile with the fact 
that “the Jews owe an enormous debt to capitalism.” It is obvious that, 
as an intelligent and capable people, the Jews are always likely to 
thrive in the competitive context of the unfettered market. According- 
ly, it seems apparent to Friedman that the real enemy to Jewish inter- 
ests (and the interests of other able minority groups) are the barriers 
to entry and anti-competitive practices that, in various historical in- 
stances, have restricted their full participation in the economic affairs 
of a nation. For Friedman, it is axiomatic that 


the feature of capitalism that has benefited the Jews has, of 
course, been competition. Wherever there is a monopoly, wheth- 
er it be private or governmental, there is room for the application 
of arbitrary criteria in the selection of the beneficiaries of the 





? Milton Friedman, “Capitalism and the Jews,” speech at Chicago Law School, 
1972. An audio recording of this speech is available at: 
http:/ /www.law.uchicago.edu/audio/ friedman101578 

A written transcript of the speech is available at: 

http:/ /www.thefreemanonline.org/columns/ capitalism-and-the-jews/ 
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monopoly — whether these criteria be color of skin, religion, na- 
tional origin or what not. Where there is free competition, only 
performance counts. The market is color blind. No one who goes 
to the market to buy bread knows or cares whether the wheat 
was grown by a Jew, Catholic, Protestant, Muslim, or atheist; by 
Whites or blacks. Any miller who wishes to express his personal 
prejudices by buying only from preferred groups is at a competi- 
tive disadvantage, since he is keeping himself from buying from 
the cheapest source. He can express his prejudice, but he will 
have to do so at his own expense, accepting a lower monetary 
income than he could otherwise earn.° 


Friedman was influenced by Ludwig von Mises, who expressed a 
similar view in 1944. Identifying why free market capitalism is good 
for Jews and other minorities he writes: 


In an unhampered market society there is no legal discrimina- 
tion against anybody. Everyone has the right to obtain the place 
within the social system in which he can successfully work and 
make a living. The consumer is free to discriminate, provided 
that he is ready to pay the cost. A Czech or a Pole may prefer to 
buy at higher cost in a shop owned by a Slav instead of buying 
cheaper and better in a shop owned by a German. An anti- 
Semite may forego being cured of an ugly disease by the em- 
ployment of the ‘Jewish’ drug Salvarsan and have recourse to a 
less efficacious remedy. In this arbitrary power consists what 
economists call consumer's sovereignty.4 


Another celebrated Jewish libertarian, who nevertheless rejected 
the label, was Ayn Rand (born Alisa Zinov'yevna Rosenbaum). While 
Rand and her theory of Objectivism have never been widely respected 
in academia she has exerted an enormous popular influence through 
her writings. In her book The Virtue of Selfishness (1964) she also made 





3 Ibid. 

4 Ludwig von Mises, Omnipotent Government: The Rise of the Total State and Total 
War (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1944), 169-192. 

http:/ /mises.org/ daily /1484 
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the link between the extent of free markets and the relative absence of 
discrimination against minorities in a society. She writes that 


no political system can establish universal rationality by law (or 
by force). But capitalism is the only system that functions in a 
way which rewards rationality and penalizes all forms of irra- 
tionality, including racism. A fully free, capitalist system has not 
yet existed anywhere. But what is enormously significant is the 
correlation of racism and political controls in the semi-free econ- 
omies of the 19th century. Racial and/or religious persecutions 
of minorities stood in inverse ratio to the degree of a country's 
freedom. Racism was strongest in the more controlled econo- 
mies, such as Russia and Germany — and weakest in England, 
the then freest country of Europe.® 


The foregoing statements, each framed in the language of ethical 
universalism, clearly disclose the chief attraction of free-market liber- 
tarianism to Jews like Friedman, von Mises and Rand. Free markets, 
they affirm, advance the interests of Jews through imposing an imper- 
sonal economic discipline on non-Jews through which their ethnocen- 
tricity and anti-Semitic prejudice can be circumvented. That this 
proposition contains a great deal of truth is confirmed, I would con- 
tend, by the historical record: Jews have indeed prospered under the 
conditions of free market capitalism among often hostile majority Eu- 
ropean-derived populations. 

It may have occurred to the reader, however, that while Friedman, 
von Mises and Rand opposed the existence of monopolies that pro- 
vided “room for the application of arbitrary criteria in the selection of 
the beneficiaries of the monopoly,” the reality is that Jews, even in the 
freest of markets, are notorious for developing and using ethnic mo- 
nopolies in precisely this fashion. Indeed this is a major theme of 
MacDonald’s A People That Shall Dwell Alone where he observes that 
from “the standpoint of the group, it was always more important to 
maximize the resource flow from the non-Jewish community to the 


5 Originally published as “Racism” in the September, 1963 issue of The Objectivist 
Newsletter and subsequently included as a chapter in: Ayn Rand, The Virtue of Self- 
ishness (New York: Signet, 1964), 147-157. 
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Jewish community, rather than to allow individual Jews to maximize 
their interests at the expense of the Jewish community.”° 

The massive extent of Jewish nepotism in their business dealings is 
so exhaustively documented (very frequently by Jews themselves) as 
to be beyond dispute. Such is the rarity of instances where Jews use 
other Jews in a purely instrumental manner that they are cause for 
great shock and trauma within the Jewish community (witness the 
Madoff affair). Given this, it seems to me that while, as Friedman, von 
Mises and Rand assert, the free market may work efficiently to hinder 
ethnocentric discrimination among Whites (a group that MacDonald 
characterizes as, owing to their evolutionary history, strongly predis- 
posed to individualism), the hyper-ethnocentrism of the Jews (and the 
Chinese) predispose them to transcend this “rational” discipline im- 
posed by the free market. MacDonald makes the point that the pro- 
pensity of these groups to engage in “tribal economics” involving 
high levels of within-group economic cooperation and patronage con- 
fers on these groups “an extraordinarily powerful competitive ad- 
vantage against individual strategies.”” 

Accordingly, the free-market libertarian agenda, when promoted in 
the context of a society that is multi-racial, and where some racial 
groups exceed Whites in the degree of their ethnocentricity, may not 
promote the group evolutionary interests of Whites in enhancing their 
access to resources and reproductive success. The truth of this propo- 
sition is confirmed, I would submit, by the tendency of European gov- 
ernments through history to impose laws barring Jews from many in- 
dustries and professions. That such laws were so widespread, and 
deemed so necessary, is surely indicative of an awareness, borne of 
experience, of the tendency of Jews to adopt a racial collectivist strate- 
gy in competition to the individualistic strategies of the majority Eu- 
ropeans — and that this would invariably result in Jewish market 
dominance, and concomitant outbreaks of anti-Semitism. That such 
restrictions were rendered less effective by their inconsistent applica- 
tion across the political patchwork of European jurisdictions through 
history was regarded by Friedman as a saving grace for Jewish popu- 
lations. He noted that 





6 Kevin B. MacDonald, A People That Shall Dwell Alone: Judaism As a Group Evolu- 
tionary Strategy with Diaspora Peoples (Lincoln, NE: iUniverse, 2002; originally pub- 
lished in 1994 by Praeger [Westport, CT]), 247. 

7 Ibid., 217. 
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Throughout the nearly two thousand years of the Diaspora, Jews were 
repeatedly discriminated against, restricted in the activities they could 
undertake, on occasion expelled en masse, as in 1492 from Spain, and 
often the object of the extreme hostility of the peoples among whom 
they lived. They were able nonetheless to exist because of the absence 
of a totalitarian state, so that there were always some market ele- 
ments, some activities open to them to enter. In particular, the frag- 
mented political structure and the numerous separate sovereignties 
meant that international trade and finance in particular escaped close 


control, which is why Jews were so prominent in this area. 


It is no accident that Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia, the two 
most totalitarian societies in the past two thousand years (mod- 
ern China perhaps excepted), also offer the most extreme exam- 
ples of official and effective anti-Semitism. ..If we come to more 
recent time, Jews have flourished most in those countries in 
which competitive capitalism had the greatest scope: Holland in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and Britain and the U.S. 
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Germany in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth century — a case that is particu- 
larly pertinent when that period is compared with the Hitler pe- 
riod.§ 


Agreeing with the thesis that free markets have been good for Jews, 
Jerry Muller, in his recently published Capitalism and the Jews (2010) 
observes that when Jews have been allowed to compete with Non- 
Jews on equal terms, they have always done disproportionately well.? 
Nevertheless, this economic success has been cause for both pride and 
embarrassment to Jews. It has prompted some anti-Semites to (erro- 
neously) condemn capitalism as inherently Jewish. For the left, 
meanwhile, the reality of differential group achievement under condi- 
tions of legal (and assumed biological) equality is an embarrassment 
and a disgrace. The left have learned to hide their embarrassment un- 
der the intellectual fig leaf of “White racism.” 


8 Friedman, “Capitalism and the Jews,” Ibid. 
9 Jerry Z. Muller, Capitalism and the Jews (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 2010). 
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WHITES AND LIBERTARIANISM 

It seems evident from the foregoing that, the only time that Whites 
will be acting in their own evolutionary self-interest in embracing the 
free-market libertarian agenda will be when they either live in a ra- 
cially homogeneous society where their group interests are not imper- 
illed by the utility-maximizing behavior of individuals; or in a multi- 
racial society where competing racial groups do not exceed Whites in 
their ethnocentrism, or exceed Whites in their ethnocentrism but lack 
the native endowment of intellect to capitalize on this by effectively 
employing altruistic group strategies in competition with individual- 
istic Whites. 

The consequence of this, I would argue, is that the realization of the 
free-market libertarian agenda is likely to disadvantage Whites in a 
society with significant Ashkenazi Jewish and East-Asian populations. 
Such societies certainly include the contemporary United States and 
most other Western nations. In contrast, experience has shown that 
other racial groups, with their relatively lower mean IQs, despite their 
comparatively higher levels of ethnocentrism, are unlikely to out- 
compete Whites in the context of a free market economy.!? These 
groups, however, present an evolutionary threat to Whites of an en- 
tirely different order: with their comparatively high birth rates, crime 
rates, and levels of welfare-dependency involving the large-scale 
transfer of resources away from White communities. 

If White ethnocentrism could be enhanced sufficiently to prompt 
Whites to adopt cohesive group strategies on a large scale (i.e., strate- 
gies that involve some controls on individual behavior —a form of al- 
truism), then the economic playing field could be levelled sufficiently 
to allow more effective competition with Jews. However, given that 
Ashkenazi Jews have significantly higher mean IQs than Whites (par- 
ticularly with regard to verbal IQ, which is a strong predictor of com- 
mercial aptitude); they are probably still likely to generally out- 
compete Whites in such a hypothetical conflict of racial group altruis- 
tic strategies.!! Nevertheless, the large-scale adoption of altruistic 
group strategies, even if offering only a partial improvement in the 





10 See: Richard Lynn, The Global Bell Curve: Race, IQ and Inequality Worldwide (Au- 
gusta, GA: Washington Summit Publishers, 2008). 

1 See: Richard Lynn, “The intelligence of American Jews,” Personality and Indi- 
vidual Differences, 36, 2004, 201-206; Richard Lynn & Tatu Vanhanen, IQ and Global 
Inequality (Augusta, GA: Washington Summit Publishers, 2006), 312. 
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relative economic welfare of Whites compared to other racial groups, 
would be worthwhile. 

However, a major barrier to Whites adopting altruistic group strat- 
egies are the ideologies that dominate the climate of opinion (especial- 
ly in education) in Western nations today, some of which are explored 
by MacDonald in Culture of Critique, and which are calculated to 
thwart the emergence of manifestations of White ethnocentrism. 
MacDonald observes that a century ago the social sciences were effec- 
tively divorced from the biological sciences.!* While a reconciliation of 
sorts began in the 1970s, the humanities and large sections of anthro- 
pology continue to remain virtual intellectual closed shops, estranged 
from the contradictory findings of the biological sciences. Indeed giv- 
en the leftist monopolization of these fields, resulting in the doctri- 
naire rejection of inconvenient scholarship and biology, it is hardly 
surprising that utopian socialism of the most naive variety routinely 
emanates from the academy. 

It has undoubtedly been one of the chief attractions of leftist collec- 
tivism for Jews that free-market libertarianism — through the theoret- 
ical removal of the possibility of state coercion of individuals — effec- 
tively protects non-Jews in the expression of their anti-Semitism in 
their personal behaviour. Friedman concedes the point, noting that 


competitive capitalism has permitted Jews to flourish economi- 
cally and culturally because it has prevented anti- Semites from 
imposing their values on others, and from discriminating against 
Jews at other people’s expense. But the other side of that coin is 
that it protects anti-Semites from having other people’s values 
imposed on them. It protects them in the expression of their anti- 
Semitism in their personal behavior so long as they do it at their 
own expense. Competitive capitalism has therefore not eliminat- 
ed social anti-Semitism. The free competition of ideas that is the 
natural companion of competitive capitalism might in time lead 
to a change in tastes and values that would eliminate social anti- 
Semitism but there is no assurance that it will. As the New Tes- 
tament put it, “In my Father’s house are many mansions.” 13 


12 MacDonald, The Culture of Critique, Ibid., Chapter 2 on Boasian anthropology. 
13 Friedman, “Capitalism and the Jews,” Ibid. 
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Implied in the above is that anti-Semitism is essentially irrational, 
and that Jews, while able to avoid economic manifestations of anti- 
Semitism through the operation of the free market, will have to wait 
for non-Jews to become more enlightened for social anti-Semitism to 
disappear. Likewise, for von Mises: “the truth is that while the Jews 
are the objects of anti-Semitism, their conduct and qualities did not 
play a decisive role in inciting and spreading its modern version.” "4 
Therefore, consistent with Jewish intellectual movements like Freudi- 
an psychoanalysis and the Frankfurt School, anti-Semitism is charac- 
terised by these leading theorists of free-market libertarianism as be- 
ing symptomatic of delusion or of the psychopathology of non-Jews, 
rather than a mostly rational and predictable response to a threat to 
the group evolutionary interests of non-Jews. 

It would seem that libertarian ideas are particularly hazardous to 
the collective interests of White people because we are naturally at- 
tracted to them. As MacDonald notes, our evolutionary history makes 
us prone to individualism in the first place.!° You then get a negative 
feedback loop where libertarian ideology intensifies this innate indi- 
vidualism to encourage ever greater individualism among Whites, 
and an ever greater aversion to manifestations of White ethnocen- 
trism. Thus, where the spirit of free market libertarian individualism 
reigns, Whites willingly maximize their individual self-interest at the 
expense of the group evolutionary interests of the White community 
— with disastrous long-term consequences. 


MULTICULTURALISM, IMMIGRATION, AND LIBERTARIANISM 

It is clear that many of the political stances adopted by White liber- 
tarian individualists neatly dovetail with many of the doctrines of the 
anti-White left — multiculturalism being the prime example. The pro- 
market individualism of Western nations has, as a by-product, led to 
the embrace of a profoundly shallow concept of culture. Many West- 
erners now see cultural differences as if they were merely differences 
in consumer tastes and preferences. In a consumerist society, diversity 
is celebrated — as diversity is the basis for consumer choice. The con- 
sumer is king, and he demands that his own personal and individual 
preferences be satisfied. 


14 von Mises, Omnipotent Government, Ibid., 169-192 
15 MacDonald, The Culture of Critique, Ibid., Preface to the first paperback edition. 
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Multiculturalism is, therefore, the natural anthropology of a con- 
sumer-friendly economy. Because our own lives are filled with per- 
sonalized choices, each made according to our unique tastes, we have 
come to approach culture in the same spirit. For many Whites, a cul- 
ture is like an individual choice of a consumer product. Accordingly, 
the naive White multiculturalist treats differences in human cultures 
as if they were analogous to a preference for Coca-Cola over Pepsi — 
that is, mainly a difference in consumer tastes — consumer sovereign- 
ty at work. This view, however, is radically different from the view 
implicit in less tolerant traditions like Judaism and Islam that regard 
cultures as weapons in the struggle for survival and supremacy of 
those who carry on those traditions. It is not surprising that, in an in- 
tellectual climate of almost limitless White libertarian tolerance for 
cultural diversity, non-White immigrant communities feel free to 
openly express disdain for European-derived peoples, disparaging 
their culture and their central place in the historical development of 
the world. 

A large majority of Jews have historically been strongly in favor of 
a libertarian immigration policy for the White-majority countries in 
which they choose to reside. That this attitude is generally not extend- 
ed to the state of Israel is, naturally enough, a source of consternation 
and ridicule among White nationalists. MacDonald has examined this 
phenomenon extensively, regarding it as a foundational tenet of al- 
most all Jewish intellectual movements that have historically emerged 
from Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy.’ Interestingly, this 
rampant hypocrisy extends to the likes of Friedman and Rand. For in- 
stance Friedman’s position with regard to immigration to the US was 
that, providing that immigrants (from whatever racial or cultural 
source) are entering the nation to take up employment, as opposed to 
state welfare, there is no rational reason to oppose that immigration. 
With reference to the large scale immigration into the US in the late 
nineteenth century he opined that: 


You will find that hardly a soul who will say that it was a bad 
thing. Almost everybody will say it was a good thing. “But what 
about today? Do you think we should have free immigration?” 
“Oh, no,” they’ll say, “We couldn’t possibly have free immigra- 


16 MacDonald, The Culture of Critique, Ibid., Chapter 7. 
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tion today. Why, that would flood us with immigrants from In- 
dia, and God knows where. We’d be driven down to a bare sub- 
sistence level.” What's the difference? How can people be so in- 
consistent? Why is it that free immigration was a good thing be- 
fore 1914 and free immigration is a bad thing today? 


Well, there is a sense in which that answer is right. There’s a 
sense in which free immigration, in the same sense as we had it 
before 1914 is not possible today. Why not? Because it is one 
thing to have free immigration to jobs. It is another thing to have 
free immigration to welfare. And you cannot have both. If you 
have a welfare state, if you have a state in which every resident 
is promises a certain minimal level of income, or a minimum 
level of subsistence, regardless of whether he works or not, pro- 
duces it or not. Then it really is an impossible thing.1” 


So if there is a job waiting for an individual — regardless of their 
race — then it would be irrational to exclude that person. However, 
the apparent attraction of non-discriminatory immigration for Fried- 
man did not extend to the state of Israel. While Friedman frequently 
railed against the socialist tendencies of various Israeli governments, 
he was a strong supporter of the ethno-state of Israel, and there is no 
record of him ever noticing Israel’s racially-restrictive immigration 
policy — much less decrying it. This surely demonstrates that in such 
matters the ingroup moral criterion of whether it was “good for the 
Jews” surpassed his universal libertarian commitment to the sup- 
posed benefits of a free and open immigration policy. 

Ayn Rand demonstrated an even greater capacity for hypocrisy 
with her attitude toward respective manifestations of White and Jew- 
ish ethnocentrism. She declared that “there is no such thing as a col- 
lective or racial achievement” and espoused the moral superiority of 
her type of individualism which “regards man — every man — as an 
independent, sovereign entity who possesses an inalienable right to 
his own life, a right derived from his nature as a rational being.” 18 For 
Rand, however, “every man” ostensibly did not include the Arabs in 





17 Milton Friedman, “What is America?,” lecture given at the University of Chi- 
cago, 1978. 

http:/ /www.youtube.com/ watch?v=3eyJIbSgdSE&feature=related 

18 Rand, The Virtue of Selfishness, Ibid., 147-157. 
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their conflict with Israel. Instead she regarded the fight between Israel 
and the Arabs as fight between civilized men and savages. Appearing 
on Donahue in 1979 she declared that: “If you mean whose side should 
you be on — Israel or the Arabs? I would certainly say Israel because 
it’s the advanced, technological, civilized country amidst a group of 
almost totally primitive savages who have not changed for years and 
who are racist and who resent Israel because it’s bringing industry 
and intelligence and modern technology into their stagnation.” 

So to what extent does the libertarian immigration agenda, advo- 
cated with such patent inconsistency by the like of Friedman and 
Rand, serve the interests of Whites in terms of immigration policy? 
White racial nationalists generally do not have a problem with immi- 
gration per se, but rather with non-White immigration that shifts the 
demographic balance of power away from European-derived popula- 
tions. Because of their strict individualism, libertarians dismiss the 
importance of race in human affairs. This is reflected in the fact that 
many of the most prominent libertarian theorists, endorse a policy of 
non-discrimination with regard to immigration — although this prin- 
cipal is rarely extended by Jewish libertarians to the state of Israel. 

The anthropological reality is, as Frank Salter observes, the precise 
opposite of the individualist fantasy propagated by libertarianism: 
that, until recent decades, almost all human societies have sought, like 
Israel, to prevent permanent mass migration in their own group evo- 
lutionary interests. Western societies since about 1965 have been the 
rare exceptions. Salter observes that: 


Hunter-gatherers and primitive agriculturalists, farmers and 
herders have all laid claim to a territory and fiercely defended it. 
Marriage partners have been found almost exclusively within 
the ethnic group, encompassing the local dialect. The psycholog- 
ical motivations for this are well established in such predisposi- 
tions as social identity mechanisms, collectivism, assortment by 
similarity, innate cognition of human kinds, and rational choice. 
Evolutionary origins of territoriality and ethnocentrism are indi- 
cated by their being human universals as well as being found in 
apes. And from the evolutionary perspective, which acknowl- 
edges the limited carrying capacity of all territories and of the 


19 Ayn Rand, appearance on Donahue, 1979: 
http:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=2uHSvlasFvU 
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world itself, it is maladaptive to allow one’s lineage — family, 
clan or ethnic group — to be replaced by others. 


The vital interest all societies have in controlling a territory also 
falsified the assertion that national security consists solely of de- 
fending individual citizens from attack, for example by vetting 
immigrants for terrorist connections, as is already the practice 
with tourists. Unlike tourists, immigrants affect the receiving 
country’s numbers, identity and cohesion. Societies thus have a 
corporate interest in retaining national sovereignty, which en- 
tails control of a territory. This helps to explain the historical pat- 
tern of corporate liberty being put before citizens’ rights. Inviting 
the world to a country as prosperous as Australia would result 
in the displacement of the Australian people inside their histori- 
cal homeland. This is an outcome even more maladaptive than 
enslavement because it would be permanent.”? 


The question then arises as to why European-derived people in 
Western nations would, through accepting large-scale non-White im- 
migration, act in a way that is entirely contrary to their group evolu- 
tionary interests. Part of the problem, discussed at length by MacDon- 
ald, is that Northern Europeans are, as a product of their evolutionary 
development, inherently more individualistic and less ethnocentric 
than other racial groups.*! This makes them predisposed to the type of 
individualism that has been at the core of Western market capitalism 
for centuries — an individualism that originally was a source of 
strength, and that has only become problematic in the context of the 
establishment of large non-White communities within formerly ho- 
mogenous White nations. 

While individual Whites may benefit from non-White immigration 
(such as a business proprietor or a leftist political candidate), in terms 
of their evolutionary interests as a distinct genetic community, non- 
White immigration is a huge negative. MacDonald has pointed out 
that more ethnocentric and less individualistic groups (most promi- 





20 Frank Kemp Salter, “The Misguided Advocates of Open Borders,” Quadrant, 
54(6), 2010, 7. 

http:/ /www.quadrant.org.au/magazine/issue/2010/6/the-misguided- 
advocates-of-open-borders 

21 MacDonald, The Culture of Critique, Ibid., Preface to the first paperback edition. 
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nently Jews) have exploited this tendency of Europeans to lobby for 
changes to immigration policies to serve their own group interests.” I 
think it is quite clear that the libertarianism of Friedman, von Mises 
and Rand, whether intentionally or not, has aided and abetted the cul- 
tural Marxists in serving Jewish group interests with regard to its in- 
fluence on immigration policies in Western nations. 

Thus, it is this very libertarian individualist agenda favoring the 
free global movement of people, in conjunction with the openly anti- 
White and anti-Western agendas of the cultural Marxists that have fa- 
cilitated the demographic transformation of Western nations in the 
past few decades. Because of their denial of the significance of race, 
libertarians are never going to be allies in the fight to save White pop- 
ulations from demographic and political eclipse. The growth in popu- 
larity of libertarian ideas among Whites is as likely to undermine 
White racial solidarity as effectively as any of the more openly anti- 
White nostrums of the left. As White racial nationalists and activists 
we urgently need to convey to patriotic White libertarians that racial 
collectivism is the only effective means to promote our group interests 
now and into the future. It is lesson that was learned many centuries 
ago by those that have worked tirelessly to promote their own group 
evolutionary interests at our expense — with Judaism being the classic 
example. 





22 Ibid. 
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